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Mr.  Curt  Berklund 

Director 

Bureau  of  Land  Management 

U.  S.  Department  of  the  Interior 

Washington,  D.  C.  20240 

Dear  Mr.  Berklund: 

This  is  in  response  to  your  letter  of  April  16,  1974,  inviting  the 
U.  S.  Atomic  Energy  Commission  (AEC)  to  review  and  comment  on  the 
Department  of  the  Interior's  Draft  Environmental  Statement  entitled, 
"Livestock  Grazing  Management  on  National  Resource  Lands,"  which 
describes  the  environmental  impacts  of  the  program  administered  by 
the  Department's  Bureau  of  Land  Management  (BLM)  for  livestock  grazing 
on  public  lands. 

Our  review  of  the  Statement  indicates  that  the  proposed  BLM  program 
will  not  conflict  with  any  projects  under  the  jurisdiction  of  the  AEC 
Directorate  of  Regulation,  and  that  the  impact  of  this  grazing  manage- 
ment proposal  upon  present  AEC  programs  under  the  auspices  of  the 
General  Manager  should  be  negligible. 

However,  there  may  be  possible  conflicts  with  planned  AEC  use  of  such 
lands  in  its  geothermal  and  coal  gasification  research  program  in  the 
future. 
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The  AEC  has  a  pending  application  for  geothermal  withdrawals  involving 
168,000  acres  of  land  in  Nevada  and  Idaho  (Federal  Register,  _39,  No.  22, 
January  31,  1974).   While  we  do  not  anticipate  an  unreconcilable  conflict 
we  should  like  to  point  out  that  most  of  this  acerage  is  national 
resource  lands  subject  to  this  proposal  and  that  priority  should  be  given 
to  the  AEC's  geothermal  research  and  development  programs  to  the  extent 
that  the  selection  by  AEC  of  a  demonstration  geothermal  plant  site 
(5000  acres  or  less)  in  each  state  may  conflict  with  the  proposed  grazing 
management  program.   The  same  priority  should  be  given  to  any  planned 
coal  gasification  plant  site  acquisition  of  the  national  resource  lands. 
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We  feel  that  the  Statement  is  well  prepared  and  provides  an  excellent 
overview  for  those  interested  in  the  arid  and  semi-arid  regions  of 
the  United  States.   However,  our  Environmental  Programs  staff  has  some 
specific  comments  on  the  Statement  which  are  enclosed  for  your  considera- 
tion in  the  preparation  of  the  Final  Statement. 

We  appreciate  the  opportunity  to  comment  on  the  Draft  Statement. 

Sincerely 


W.  H.  Penningto'f 
Assessments  and  Coordination 

Officer 
Division  of  Biomedical  and 

Environmental  Research 


Enclosure: 
Staff  Comments 

cc:   Council  on  Environmental  Quality  (5) 
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STAFF  COMMENTS  ON  DRAFT  ENVIRONMENTAL  STATEMENT 
"LIVESTOCK  GRAZING  MANAGEMENT  ON  NATIONAL  RESOURCE  LANDS" 
Department  of  the  Interior 

This  Draft  Statement  provides  a  very  comprehensive  coverage  concerning 
grazing  management  on  national  resource  lands.   However,  it  tends  to 
generalize  as  shown  in  the  following  examples: 

In  Table  1-1,  the  category  Needed  Quantity  could  be  discussed  in  much 
greater  detail  than  indicating  that  it  is  based  upon  "rough  estimates." 
Specifically,  the  needed  quantity  of  mechanical  and  chemical  treatments 
(which,  in  themselves,  are  highly  controversial  issues)  may  be 
augmented  by  including  landscape  units  where  grazing  may  be  either 
inappropriate  or  not  cost  effective  from  the  standpoint  of  public 
benefit,  as  distinct  from  private  benefit. 
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In  Part  III,  frequent  usage  of  "some"  is  as  follows:   "...  fire  may 
result  in  an  increase  in  some  nutrients  and  a  decrease  in  others.   It 
may  also  result  in  nonwettable  soils  under  some  conditions"  (III-9) ; 
".  .  .  the  impact  of  some  of  the  invading  deep-rooted  ..."  (111-13) ; 
and  "Some  minor  amounts  of  hydrocarbons  .  .  .  (111-20) .   These  are 
examples  where  it  is  felt  that  quantification  could  be  used  (emphasis 
added) .   The  treatment  used  on  page  II-8  concerning  the  characteristics 
of  plants  which  make  them  more  susceptible  to  grazing  damage  should  be 
used  as  much  as  possible  throughout  the  Statement.   Here  the  various 
conditions  are  presented  and  the  sources  documented. 
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There  are  instances  where  paragraphs  begin  with  a  direct  unequivocal 
statement  as  on  page  11-47,  "Color  is  not  a  dominant  factor  in  the  grassland 
biome."  This  tends  to  confuse  the  issue  or  invite  a  negative  response. 
Here  the  issue  was  that  the  colors  of  vegetation,  soil,  etc.  tend  to  be 
more  subdued  and  the  contrasts,  as  distinct  as  the  sharp  contrast  of  snow- 
capped mountains  with  deep  blue  skies  or  dark  green  conifers,  are  not 
there.   The  discussion  on  aesthetics  generally  deals  with  this  rather 
difficult  subject  quite  well. 

Another  example  of  possible  overstatement  is  on  page  111-29,  where  it 
is  stated  that  "Predator  control  practices  have  no  influence  on  vegetation," 
and  the  next  sentence  states  that  "Insect  and  rodent  control  will  be  beneficic 
to  vegetation  ..."  These  statements  tend  to  be  contradictory.   There  are 
several  situations  where  predatory  control  may  affect  vegetation,  such 
as  drastic  reductions  of  the  coyote  populations  may  result  in  an  increase 
in  jackrabbit  populations  which  may  graze  more  than  a  normal  complement  of 
sheep  or  cattle.   A  specific  example  of  a  predator  control  situation  which 
is  known  to  affect  vegetation  may  be  found  in  the  rangeland  east  of  Glacier 
Park,  Montana.   Because  of  the  fear  of  bear,  sheep  are  close  herded  and  often 
spend  several  nights  on  a  single  knoll  which  result  in  grasses  being  trampled 
out  and  shrubs  taking  over.   We  also  recommend  that  the  subject  of  predator 
control,  particularly  the  costs  and  benefits,  receive  more  discussion. 

We  recognize  the  fact  that  chaining  and  other  vegetative  manipulative 
techniques  are  subjects  of  another  impact  statement;  however,  we  feel  that 
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the  rudiments  of  the  techniques  should  be  explained  and  the  appropriate 
references  cited.  Similarly,  it  would  be  helpful  if  the  technique  used 
to  determine  the  trends  of  range  conditions  were  discussed  and  evaluated. 

We  should  like  to  see  the  competition  between  and  among  deer,  cattle, 
sheep,  antelope,  etc.  receive  more  discussion  and  pointing  out  which  are 
largely  browsers  and  which  are  grazers  since  the  effect  on  the  vegetation 
by  the  eating  habits  will  vary  substantially. 


Key  No. 


Atomic  Energy  Commission 
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1-1  It  is  recognized  that  natural  resrouce  land  withdrawals  for  geo- 
thermal  or  other  purposes  may  result  in  the  exclusion  of  certain 
acreages  from  livestock  grazing  or  other  uses.  As  explained  on 
pages  1-21  through  1-23  of  the  EIS,  Land  Use  Programs  will  be 
established  through  the  Bureau  planning  system.  Priorities  will 
be  determined  in  concert  with  the  goals  and  objectives  which  are 
framework  components  of  the  Land  Use  Plan. 

1-2     Footnote  revised,  see  Table  1-1 ,  page  1-4  of  the  EIS.  Projecting  the 
needed  supportive  measures  to  the  year   2000  can  only  be  based  on 
estimates.  As  additional  resource  data  are   collected  these  esti- 
mates will  become  more  accurate.  Legislative  constraints  as  well 
as  improved  technology  and  more  intensive  management  will  have  a 
bearing  on  the  quantity  of  supportive  measures  that  will  be 
affected  by  the  time  the  AMP  program  is  fully  implemented. 

1-3     Generally  where  the  word  "some"  is  used  it  indicates  quantitative 
data  are  not  available  or  are  too  highly  variable  to  use. 

1-4     No  change  proposed.  The  comment  relates  to  two  biomes.  The  dis- 
cussion involved  in  this  section  relates  to  the  grassland  biome 
only  and  is  a  factual  statement. 

1-5     Text  revised.  See  page  1 1 1 -21  of  the  EIS. 

1-6     References  have  been  provided  that  explain  techniques  used  to 
determine  trends  in  range  conditions  if  an  interested  reviewer 
wishes  to  pursue  the  methodology  to  that  depth.  A  discussion  and 
evaluation  of  the  techniques  would  add  unnecessary  detail  to  the 
EIS. 
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Mr.  Curtis  J.  Berklund 
Bureau  of  Land  Management 
U.S.  Department  of  the  Interior 
Washington,  D.C.  20240 

Dear  Mr.  Berklund: 

The  Environmental  Protection  Agency  has  reviewed  the  draft 
programmatic  environmental  impact  statement  (EIS)  for  "Live- 
stock Grazing  Management  on  National  Resource  Lands.   We 
appreciate  the  effort  which  the  preparation  of  this  statement 
has  required  on  the  part  of  the  BLM.  In  general,  we  find  the 
statement  provides  a  good  overview  of  grazing  management  problems 
and  techniques. 

Since  the  draft  document  is  a  program  environmental  state- 
ment it  covers  a  wide  range  of  management  options  applicable 
to  a  wery   large  and  diverse  geographic  territory.  The  environ- 
mental impacts  that  may  result  from  the  grazing  and  from  the 
supportive  measures  are  necessarily  generalized.  The  discus- 
sion of  specific  ecological  processes  (e.g.,  hoof  compaction  of 
soil,  increase  surface  runoff,  downstream  rill  and  gully  ero- 
sion, etc.)  leave  the  impression  that  environmental  impacts 
have  been  assessed  with  some  certainty  when  in  fact  the  actual 
impacts  (e.g.,  tons/acre  of  sediment)  are  highly  site-specific 
and  are  not  set  forth  in  this  draft  statement.  Nevertheless, 
the  program  statement  does  make  an  honest  and  straight-forward 
attempt  to  fully  assess  the  alternatives  and  impacts  of  the 
broad  program  and  provide  management  direction  for  the  entire 
program.  Hopefully,  the  following  comments  will  be  useful  in 
the  preparation  of  a  final  statement. 
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1.  The  discussion  of  supportive  measures  should  be 
expanded  in  the  final  impact  statement.  These  measures  in- 
clude the  construction  of  fences,  roads,  trails,  wells, 
reservoirs,  and  various  land  treatment  actions  and  are  a 
significant  part  of  the  Bureau  of  Land  Management's  grazing 
program.  For  instance,  Table  1-1  notes  the  need  for  25,000 
additional  reservoirs  in  order  to  attain  optimum  development 
of  the  Allotment  Management  Plan  but  fails  to  elaborate  on 
possible  construction  methods  and  lake  size,  as  well  as  the 
associated  environmental  consequences.  It  is  extremely  dif- 
ficult to  assess  the  impacts  this  future  construction  will 
have  on  existing  air  and  water  quality  from  the  information 
provided.  This  is  generally  true  for  all  the  supportive 
measures  listed  in  Table  1-2.  Due  to  the  nature  of  the  action 
it  would  be  difficult  to  discuss  specifics  in  the  final  state- 
ment; however,  the  statement  should  evaluate  the  above  actions 
from  a  general  viewpoint. 


It  would  be  helpful  to  include  a  description  of  when 
certain  supportive  measures  would  be  employed  and  when  not, 
e.g.,  fencing.  It  would  seem  of  value  in  this  environmental 
impact  statement  to  present  a  list  or  set  of  conditions  under 
which  a  specific  area  would  or  would  not  be  fenced,  or  rotated, 
or  restrictively  grazed,  etc. 

2.  According  to  footnote  b  of  the  table  on  page  1-5,  the 
needed  supportive  measures  are  based  on  rough  estimates  that 
are  subject  to  revision.  The  criteria  used  to  determine  these 
estimates  should  be  included  in  the  final  statement.  Also,  if 
the  Bureau  of  Land  Management  has  determined  the  need  for  sup- 
portive measures  by  specific  areas,  the  distribution  and  concen^ 
tration  of  these  actions  should  be  shown  on  a  map  of  the 
National  Resource  Lands.  Inclusion  of  this  information  would 
provide  the  reviewer  with  a  general  idea  of  the  location  and 
density  of  the  supportive  measures  being  considered  for  various 
sectors  of  the  project  lands. 

3.  Land  Use 
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It  is  recognized  that  BLM  has  an  obliaation  to  the 
nation  to  administer  effectively  the  vast  uses  of  these 
National  Resource  Lands  which  includes  recreation,  wildlife 
preservation,  protection  of  archeological  sites,  livestock 
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grazing  and  development  of  mineral  resources.  It  is  also 
noted  that  many  of  these  uses  are  not  compatible  on  the  same 
land  areas  at  the  same  time.  (Example:  Cattle  grazing  re- 
quires fencing  and  a  degree  of  isolation  which  are  not  compat- 
ible with  recreation  and  the  use  of  Off  Road  Vehicles  (ORV)). 
We  believe  the  program  should  focus  on  methods  to  obtain  the 
maximum  beneficial  use  of  the  land.  In  doinq  this,  it  should 
be  recognized  that  the  livestock  grazing  fees  provide  a  sub- 
stantial part  of  the  income  to  be  used  for  the  range  improve- 
ment and  that  the  livestock  contribute  sizeable  to  the  food 
consumed  in  the  U.S.  The  requirements  of  the  National 
Historical  Preservation  Act  should  also  be  considered. 
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The  use  of  ORV ' s  themselves  should  also  be  examined  in 
more  detail  in  view  of  their  adverse  effects,  such  as  the 
air  and  water  pollution  resulting  from  their  use.  Compaction 
of  soil  and  destruction  of  vegetation  should  also  be  weighed 
against  the  livestock  grazing  program.  The  statement  (III -53 ) 
states  that  ORV  uses  could  be  competing  with  livestock  more 
frequently  throughout  the  year.  This  needs  to  be  evaluated. 

4.  The  impacts  of  grazing  and  supportive  measures, 
particularly  within  the  "desert  biome",  warrant  additional 
discussion  of  wind  erosion,  fugitive  dust,  and  the  National 
Ambient  Air  Quality  Standard  for  Particulate  Matter.  The 
statement  should  discuss: 


1.  specification  of  the  Federal  standard  and  State 
standard  (if  any)  for  total  suspended  particulate 
(TSP); 

2.  the  State  air  implementation  plans  with  respect 
to  emission  inventories  for  particulate  sources, 
background  levels,  and  extend  of  particulate  pro- 
blems related  to  fugitive  dust;  and 


the  probable  environmental  impacts  of  increasing 
soil  disturbance  and  vegetation  removal,  wind 
erosion,  and  fugitive  dust  all  with  respect  to 
the  State  air  implementation  plans'  control  strat- 
egies to  attain  and  maintain  the  particulate 
standards. 
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5.  Chemical  Manipulation: 
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We  note  that  th 
proved  for  use  by  the  De 
on  National  Resource  Lan 
EIS  that  on  the  Federal 
Act,  as  ammended  (86  Sta 
to  use  a  pesticide  which 
tor  of  the  Environmental 
tered  pesticide  in  a  man 
This  law  applies  to  all 
BLM. 


e  EIS  specifies  that  only  chemicals  ap- 
partment  of  the  Interior  will  be  used 
ds.   It  should  be  noted  in  the  final 
Insecticide,  Fungicide,  and  Rodenticide 
t.  995)  makes  it  illegal  for  any  person 
is  not  registered  with  the  Administra- 
Protection  Agency,  or  to  use  a  regis- 
ner  inconsistent  with  its  labeling. 
Federal  and  State  agencies,  including 


We  suggest  that  the  final  statement  address  the  issue  of 
EPA  registration  of  pesticides  and  herbicides.  In  addition, 
the  statement  should  list  target  species,  tolerance  levels,  and 
possible  effects  on  nontarget  species.  Although  these  topics 
will  undoubtedly  be  discussed  in  the  EIS  planned  for  the  chemical 
manipulation  program,  a  discussion  in  general  terms  would  be 
helpful,  especially  since  it  is  stated  that  some  4,309,000  acres 
of  lands  will  be  treated  between  now  and  the  year  2000.  * 

The  use  of  chemical  manipulation  by  aerial  spraying  needs 
to  be  evaluated  in  greater  detail.  The  potential  hazards  seem 
to  far  outweigh  the  benefits.  We  are  concerned  about  the  drift 
of  these  chemicals  over  croplands,  waterbodies,  non-target  areas, 
and  percolation  to  ground  water  tables.  The  dangers  of  a  cer- 
tain amount  of  chemical  pollution  not  only  in  the  air  but  the 
water  seem  inevitable,  with  intermediate  and  possibly  long  term 
effects. 

If  chemical  manipulation  is  absolutely  necessary,  we  pre- 
fer the  use  of  chemical  pellets,  or  manually  applied  powdered 
chemicals  on  a  calm  day. 

6.  Miscellaneous 


Page  11-96.  It  was  stated  that  information  on  the 
aquatic  ecosystem  and  the  microbial  ecology  of  the 
woodland-brushland  is  limited  and  needs  future 
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study.  We  are  in  accord  and  suggest  that  a  definite 
plan  of  study  be  promulgated. 

b.  Ill -64 .  The  location  of  roads,  if  possible,  should 
not  decimate  prehistoric  sties.  When  roads  are 

2-10  specifically  needed,  discrimination  and  care  should 

be  exercised  in  the  location  of  these  sites,  per  the 
requirements  of  the  National  Historic  Preservation 
Act  of  1966. 

c.  Numerous  references  are  made  of  the  mineral  potential 
in  the  program  area.  The  statement  was  made  that 
open-pit  coal  mining  is  increasing.  These  areas 
should  be  located,  and  the  overall  effect  on  manage- 
ment efforts  developed  clearly. 

In  accordance  with  current  EPA  guidelines,  our  review  of  this 
draft  EIS  will  be  published  in  the  Federal  Register  as  L0-2.  A 
copy  of  the  rating  system  is  enclosed.  Please  send  this  office 
of  EPA  six  copies  of  the  final  EIS. 


Sincerely  yours, 


'4u*~ 


John  A.  Green 
(egional  Administrator 


CHAPTER  3 

PREPARATION,  APPROVAL,  Af'^ 

DISTRIBUTION  OF  COMMENTS    1  RE    W  OF  FEDERAL  ACTIONS 

ENVIRONMENTAL  IMPACT  STATEMENTS  IMWiCTING  THE  ENVIRONMENT 


Environmental  Impact  of  the  Action 
LO--Lack  of  Objections 

EPA  has  no  objections  to  the  proposed  action  as  described 

in  the  draft  impact  statement;  or  suggests  only  minor  changes 

in  the  proposed  action. 

ER--Environmental  Reservations 

EPA  has  reservations  concerning  the  environmental  effects  of 
certain  aspects  of  the  proposed  action.   EPA  believes  that 
further  study  of  suggested  alternatives  or  modifications  is 
required  and  has  asked  the  originating  Federal  agency  '_o 
reassess  these  aspects. 

EU — Environmentally  Unsatisfactory 

EPA  believes  that  the  proposed  action  is  unsatisfactory 
because  of  its  potentially  harmful  effect  on  the  environment. 
Furthermore,  the  Agency  believes  that  the  potential  safe- 
guards which  might  be  utilized  may  not  adequately  protect 
the  environment  from  hazards  arising  from  this  action.   The 
Agency  recommends  that  alternatives  to  the  action  be  analyzed 
further  (including  the  possibility  of  no  action  at  all). 

Adequacy  of  the  Impact  Statement 

Category  1--Adequate 

The  draft  impact  statement  adequately  sets  forth  the 
environmental  impact-  of  the  proposed  project  or  action  as 
well  as  alternatives  reasonably  available  to  the  project 
or  action. 

Category  2 — Insufficient  Information 

EPA  believes  that  the  draft  impact  statement  does  not  contain 
sufficient  information  to  assess  fully  the  environmental 
impact  of  the  proposed  project  or  action.   However,  from  the 
information  submitted,  the  Agency  is  able  to  make  a 
preliminary  determination  of  the  impact  on  the  environment. 
EPA  has  requested  that  the  originator  provide  the  informa- 
tion that  was  not  included  in  the  draft  statement. 

Category  3 — Inadequate 

EPA  believes  that  the  draft  impact  statement  does  not 
adequately  assess  the  environmental  impact  of  the  proposed 
project  or  action,  or  that  the  statement  inadequately 
analyzes  reasonably  available  alternatives.   The  Agency  has 
requested  more  information  and  analysis  concerning  the 
potential  environmental  hazards  and  has  asked  that  substan- 
tial revision  be  made  to  the  impact  statement. 

If  a  draft  impact  statement  is  assigned  a  Category  3,  no 
rating  will  be  made  of  the  project  or  action,  since  a 
basis  does  not  generally  exist  on  which  to  make  such  a 
determination . 
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Key  No 


United  States  Environmental  Protection  Agency 


Key  No.  2 


I     2-1      It  is  felt  that  the  impact  of  the  suDoortive  measures  has  been 

adequately  discussed  in  keeping  with  the  scope  of  this  statement. 
Each  individual  project  will  have  an  environmental  analysis 
record  comnleted  for  it  to  determine  if  it  will  have  a  significant 
impact  on  the  environment.  The  reservoirs  will  average  2-10  acre- 

I  feet  holding  capacity  and  will  be  widely  scattered.  These  may  or 

may  not  be  compacted  fills  and  some  may  be  dugout  reservoirs. 

2-2      Supportive  measures  would  be  employed  following  decisions  regard- 
ing a  management  framework  plan  for  a  given  area.  Such  supportive 
measures  would  also  be  based  on  the  criteria  for  developing  and 
implementing  a  particular  AMP.  The  environmental  analysis  con- 
ducted on  a  proposed  allotment  management  plan  would  provide  infor- 
mation concerning  the  conditions  under  which  certain  supportive 
measures  would  be  employed  just  as  that  particular  situation  would 
determine  the  type  of  grazing  system  which  would  be  employed. 

2-3      Footnote  revised,  see  Table  1-1,  page  1-4  of  the  EIS.  Refer  also 
to  comment  2-2,  above. 

2-4      The  Bureau's  planning  system  deals  with  multiple  use  opportunities 
(see  pages  1-21  to  1-23  of  the  EIS).  The  statement  does  address 
itself  to  the  portion  of  the  grazina  fee  that  is  utilized  for 
range  improvements  and  it  also  presents  data  on  the  livestock  use 
being  made  on  the  national  resource  lands. 

2-5      See  footnote,  page  11-10  of  the  EIS. 

2-6      No  change  proposed.  The  comment  calls  for  an  evaluation.  The 
title  of  this  section  is  "Impacts  from  Livestock  Management 
Actions. "  It  is  difficult  to  see  what  needs  to  be  evaluated.  It 
is  a  statement  of  fact.  If  more  animals  were  placed  in  an  area 
that  was  being  used  by  ORV's,  more  competition  for  use  of  the 
same  area  by  the  two  factions  would  take  place. 

2-7      One  of  the  basic  objectives  is  to  increase  the  protective  ground 
cover  which  in  turn  would  result  in  a  lessening  of  the  present 
fugitive  dust  and  particulate  matter.  Dust  and  particulate  matter 
resulting  from  livestock  grazing  and  associated  supportive  measures 
are  localized  and  would  not  measurably  impact  air  quality. 

2-8      The  point  of  EPA  registration  of  chemicals  is  well  taken  but  the 
Department  of  the  Interior  prohibits  some  chemicals  for  use  on 
NRL  that  EPA  has  registered.  Interior  prohibits  use  of  non- 
registered  chemicals.  It  is  beyond  the  scope  of  this  statement 
to  discuss  target  species,  tolerance  levels  and  effects  of  non- 
target  species  as  suggested. 


Key  No 


Key  No.  2 


2-9     The  background  data  gathered  and  used  in  impact  statements  for 
chemical  treatment  cover  the  aspects  which  are  mentioned  here. 
Certainly  every   precaution  will  have  to  be  used  in  the  application 
of  chemicals  to  minimize  the  possibility  of  drift  as  mentioned  by 
the  reviewer. 

In  many  cases  there  is  no  option  of  using  dry  powdered  or  pelleted 
chemicals  since  these  may  not  be  effective  on  the  target  species. 
Also,  in  many  cases,  the  use  of  concentrated  pelleted  pesticides 
may  increase  the  possibility  of  water  contamination  since  they  may 
not  absorb  to  soil  or  organic  oarticles  as  readily  as  the  low 
volatile  esters. 

2-10    No  change  proposed.  Footnote  J/,  Page  11-10  of  the  EIS  considers 
the  National  Historic  Preservation  Act  of  1966.  See  also  Item  9 
on  Page  IV-4  of  the  EIS. 

2-11     Coal  mining  areas  have  been  identified  by  county.  Effect  on 

management  efforts  need  not  be  considered  since  Section  II  is  a 
description  of  the  environment.  The  EIS  should  concern  itself 
with  environmental  impacts  of  grazing  and  not  management  impacts 
of  coal  mining. 


United  States  Department  of  the  Interior 

FISH  AND  WILDLIFE  SERVICE 

BUREAU  OF  SPORT  FISHERIES  AND  WILDLIFE 
WASHINGTON,  D.C.     20240 
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ADDRESS  ONLY  THE  DIRECTOR. 
BUREAU  OF  SPORT  FISHERIES 
AND  WILDLIFE 


In  Reply  Refer  To: 
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Memorandum 

To     :  Director,  Bureau  of  Land  Management 

Through:  Assistant  Secretary  for  Fish  and  Wildlife  and  Parks 

Acting  Associate 
From   :  Director,  Bureau  of  Sport  Fisheries  and  Wildlife 

Subject:   Review  of  Draft  Environmental  Statement  -  Livestock  Grazing 
Management  on  National  Resource  Lands 


Thank  you  for  the  opportunity  to  comment  on  the  subject  statement.   We 
hope  the  following  will  be  of  assistance  in  preparing  the  final 
document . 


3-1 


3-2 


General 

The  statement  contains  a  wealth  of  background  information,  indicative 
of  the  effort  which  obviously  went  into  preparation.   The  validity  of 
data  presented  is  not  questioned;  the  impact  conclusions  drawn  in  some 
instances  on  the  basis  of  facts  presented  are  subject  to  further 
analysis.   An  example  of  this  is  the  recurring  theme  that  wildlife 
habitat  will  always  be  improved  on  a  long-term  basis  through  proper 
grazing  and  range  management  practices,  a  viewpoint  which  is  not  held 
by  most  professional  wildlife  managers. 

The  overall  general  tone  of  the  document  tends  to  be  justificatory 
rather  than  objective.   Minor  editing  should  improve  the  text  to  meet 
the  NEPA  requirements  for  a  balanced  analysis.   A  random  example  of 
this  subjective  terminology  may  be  found  on  page  111-39,  third  paragraph, 
where  it  is  stated. . ."Each  management  action,  in  the  long  run,  will 
provide  improved  vegetative  resources  and  more  food  and  cover  for 
wildlife."  This  is  an  all  encompassing  conclusionary  statement  which 
is  not  proven  by  the  facts  presented.  We  have  serious  doubts  as  to  the 
provability  of  the  statement;  various  management  actions  affect  differing 
vegetative  patterns  which  in  turn  affect  the  various  species  of  wildlife. 
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Specific  Comments 

Several  basic  truths  are  brought  out  in  the  document: 

1.   The  Taylor  Grazing  Act  was  enacted  to  "stop  injury  to  National 
Resource  Lands." 


3-3 


3-4 


3-5 


L_ 


2.  Presently  about  1/4  of  these  lands  are  in  poor  condition. 

3.  About  12  percent  of  lands  are  declining  in  condition.   Despite 
these  facts  present  plans  of  BLM  are  to  increase  livestock  and  wildlife 
use  of  NRL's  to  a  significant  degree  and'  establish  the  Allotment 
Management  Plan  (AMP).   This  does  not  appear  compatible. 

A  scheduled  rate  per  AUM  plan  appears  to  be  in  order.   Generally,  good 
range  management  would  allow  for  more  AUM's,  but  the  range  is  not  in 
good  condition  and  more  use  is  planned  when  range  improvements  are 
recognized  as  a  priority  need. 

Alternatives  to  the  present  program  are  not  thoroughly  considered.   In 
the  Custodial  Management  section,  provisions  are  not  made  for  reducing 
AUM's  and  subsequent  overuse.   The  objective  should  be  for  range  manage- 
ment.  The  no-grazing  alternative  does  not  examine  the  fact  that  vastly 
increased  wildlife  use  would  improve  recreational  opportunities  and 
does  not  recognize  the  value  of  wildlife  as  a  supplement  to  the  hunter's 
diet. 


We  appreciate  the  opportunity  to  comment. 


Key  No, 


U.  S.  Fish  and  Wildlife  Service 

Key  No.  3 


3-1      See  item  11,  page  IX-12  of  the  EIS  for  a  discussion  on  improvina 
wildlife  habitat  throuqh  proper  arazinq  manaaement. 

3-2      Text  revised.  See  page  III -29  of  the  EIS. 

3-3      Range  conditions  on  many  grazinn  allotments  are  in  good  condition 
and  will  support  increased  numbers  of  livestock  and  wildlife.  On 
other  allotments  such  increases  would  result  only  after  range 
conditions  improve.  It  is  net  the  intent  of  BLM  to  increase  any 
grazinn  use  on  those  ranges  that  are- not  in  aood  condition. 

3-4      Increases  in  AUM's  of  forage  and  livestock  will  be  allowed  only 
when  resource  studies  indicate  such  increases  are  justified. 
Naturally  this  would  not  occur  in  areas  where  ranae  conditions 
are  not  good.  The  potential  for  improving  ranae  conditions, 
however,  is  substantial  on  many  grazing  allotments. 

3-5      It  would  be  virtually  imDOSsible  to  consider  all  the  myriad 

alternatives  to  the  present  program.  Instead,  the  extremes  on 
the  entire  spectrum  of  alternatives  were  considered  (no  arazina 
and  maximizing  grazing)  to  indicate  the  wide  range  of  probable 
impacts.  The  proposed  management  program  is  somewhere  in  the 
middle  of  these  two  extremes. 

Under  custodial  management  it  is  assumed  that  sufficient  funds  and 
manpower  would  not  be  available  to  pursue  a  consistent  program  for 
reducing  AUM's  and  subsequent  overuse  where  it  is  detected.  Some 
reductions  in  numbers  would  likely  occur  (as  explained  on  page 
VIII-2  of  the  EIS)  as  a  result  of  the  Bureau  planninc  process 
where  livestock  grazing  is  clearly  in  conflict  with  other  uses. 
This,  however,  would  not  be  accomplished  in  a  custodial  range 
management  program  but  through  the  land  use  planning  process. 

Several  numbered  items  discuss  the  probable  increased  wildlife 
populations  resulting  from  the  "no  grazing"  alternative.  One 
naturally  assumes  that  if  there  are  increased  wildlife  populations 
the  recreational  opportunities  (hunting)  would  increase  as  well. 
However,  realization  of  this  benefit  would  deoend  on  the  issuance 
of  additional  hunting  permits  by  the  responsible  state  agencies 
and  maintenance  of  sustained-vield  production. 

Item  6  (page  VIII -7  of  the  EIS)  has  been  revised  to  indicate  the 
value  of  game  meat  for  human  consumption. 
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United  States  Department  of  Agriculture 

forest  service 

Washington,    D.C.      20250 
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JUL  1974 


Mr.  Kay  W.  Wilkes,  Chief 

Division  of  Range 

Bureau  of  Land  Management 

U.  S.  Department  of  the  Interior 

Washington,  D.C.   20240 


Dear  Mr.  Wilkes : 


We  appreciate  the  opportunity  to  review  the  draft  environmental 
statement  on  Livestock  Grazing  Management  on  National  Resource 
Lands.   This  draft  has  been  "cleaned  up"  considerably  as 
compared  to  the  draft  we  reviewed  earlier  this  year  (letter 
dated  April  9,  1974,  with  file  designation  1530).   Following 
are  some  comments  you  may  wish  to  consider  in  the  preparation 
of  the  final  statement. 


4-1 


4-2 


4-3 


1.  Parts  of  the  statement  are  quite  negative  toward 
grazing.   Pages  II-7  through  10  seem  to  equate  grazing  with 
overgrazing  and  therefore  present  a  good  case  for  not  grazing 
NRL.   The  negative  aspects  are  further  promoted  by  describing 
actions  which  we  believe  are  contrary  to  BLM  policy,  such  as 
removal  of  streambank  vegetation,  removal  of  shade  trees, 
elimination  of  critical  wildlife  breeding  and  wintering  areas, 
etc.   We  believe  that  such  things  are  possible,  but  not  likely, 
under  existing  Bureau  policies.   We  suggest  the  statement 
emphasize  more  strongly  the  positive  aspects  of  BLM  grazing 
policies.   We  think  the  Bureau  is  being  "sold  short." 

2.  The  proposed  program  heavily  emphasizes  rest-rotation 
grazing  as  the  system  for  NRL.   The  program  should  emphasize 
proper  grazing  rather  than  a  system  of  grazing.   As  it  is  the 
proposed  program  will  result  in  deterioration  of  the  Woodland- 
Brushland  Biome  (1-13,  Table  1-4)  and  dust  storms  in  the  south 
temperate  grasslands  and  hot  deserts  (111-19).   A  proper  grazing 
system  would  not  lead  to  such  consequences. 

3.  The  proposed  program  will  be  funded  by  50  percent 
of  the  grazing  fees  plus  additional  funds  at  present  levels. 
Will  this  be  adequate  at  present  rates  of  inflation? 
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4-4 


4-5 


4-6 

4-7 
4-8 


4-9 


4-10 


4-11 

4-12 

i 

4-13 

4-14 

4-15 


Following  are  some  more  specific  comments  you  may  wish  to 
consider. 

1-4.   Hormay  has  stated  widely  that  overgrazed  range  will  improve 
faster  with  grazing  than  without.   Few  others  will  make  that 
statement  because  the  research  has  not  been  carried  out  to 
show  this.   If  you  have  other  reports  indicating  this  is  true, 
you  should  include  them  in  the  reference  section  also. 

1-5,  Table  1-1.   Water  developments,  land  treatments,  burning, 
and  seeding  should  be  footnoted  to  indicate  they  can  benefit 
wildlife  as  well  as  livestock. 

'  1-6 .   Text  says  there  are  22,000  operations  holding  24,000 
permits  and  licenses  while  the  table  shows  23,000  operations. 
Which  is  right? 

1-13.   Program  will  deteriorate  the  Woodland-Bushland  Biome. 
Is  this  true? 

1-15 .   Where  is  footnote  2? 

1-21.   The  minimal  funding  to  implement  the  Taylor  Grazing 
Act  was  due  to  Secretary  Icke's  assurance  to  Congress  he  could 
manage  the  Taylor  lands  with  revenues  received  from  the  grazing 
fees  as  much  as  it  was  to  public  apathy. 

II-4.   Suggest  range  condition  be  defined  as  this  is  first  time 
the  term  is  used. 

11-13.   In  ecosystems  energy  is  used,  stored,  or  passed  on 
but  is  not  consumed. 

11-37.   Is  Arctic  grayling  found  within  the  Grassland  Biome? 

11-93 .   Birds  are  not  mammals. 

11-117.   Important  beneficial  aspects  of  fire  to  wildlife  should 

be  pointed  out.   Most  of  the  serai  stages  used  by  most  big 

game  species  in  the  Coniferous  Biome  are  the  result  of  wildfire. 

11-122.   What  is  a  capital  coniferous  forest? 

111-19.   If  the  statement  in  paragraph  1  is  true,  then  rotation 
grazing  should  not  be  used  in  the  south  temperate  grasslands 
or  the  hot  desert  biomes ;  or  the  grazing  should  not  be  so  heavy 
as  to  run  the  risk  of  dust  storms. 


4-16 


111-27.   Properly  timed  fires  will  not  destroy  target  species 
In  fact,  the  objective  of  much  spring  burning  is  to  improve 
game  winter  range  by  inducing  sprouting  of  desired  species. 
Rather  than  eliminating  shrubby  species,  fire  in  the  forest 
biomes  promotes  them. 


111-30.   Livestock  and  wildlife  do  not  always  compete.   Compe- 
4-17  tition  will  exist  only  if  there  is  an  inadequate  supply  to  meet 
the  combined  needs  of  livestock  and  wildlife. 


4-18 


111-38.   Does  BLM  policy  permit  removal  'of  streamside  vegetation? 
If  not,  there  is  no  point  in  raising  the  issue. 


4-19 


111-43,   Would  shade  trees  be  removed?   If  not,  why  discuss 
it? 
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FRANK  J.  SMITH 

Director  of  Range  Management 
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Key  No, 


Forest  Service 

Key  No.  4 


4-1     Pages  1 1 -5  through  1 1-7  of  the  EIS  repeat  published  literature  on 
the  subject  of  grazing.  The  discussion  helps  to  set  the  stage  or 
framework  for  the  application  of  intensive  grazing  management  to 
accomplish  the  objectives  that  are  attainable  under  proper  resource 
management.  The  EIS  does  not  intend  to  sell  the  BLM  short,  but  to 
present  a  description  of  the  present  livestock  grazing  program. 

4-2     True,  the  EIS  does  mention  rest-rotation  frequently  and  several 
illustrations  show  results  from  rest-rotation  management.  These 
were  used  because  they  are  the  most  common  examples  available  in 
preparation  of  the  document.  The  program,  however,  includes  many 
other  possible  management  actions  that  can  be  taken  as  necessary. 
See  page  1-2  of  the  EIS. 

The  EIS  has  been  revised  to  more  adequately  explain  the  reasons 
why  little  or  no  improvement  can  be  expected  to  occur  in  the 
woodland-bushland  biome  as  a  result  of  the  management  program. 

The  reference  to  "dust  storms"  in  the  south  temperate  grasslands 
and  hot  deserts,  as  a  consequence  of  the  program,  cannot  be  found 
on  page  1 11-19  of  the  draft  (111-13  of  the  EIS)  as  cited  by 
respondent.  Much  of  the  impact  of  surface  soil  disturbance  will 
be  mitigated  as  described  in  Part  IV. 

4-3     It  is  difficult  to  project  the  rate  of  inflation.  However,  it  is 
anticipated  that  grazing  fees  charged  in  the  future  would  take 
into  consideration  the  inflation  situation. 

4-4     The  availability  of  other  specific  references  to  support  the 

statement  on  Page  1-3  is  unknown.  Mr.  Hormay  has  largely  been  a 
pioneer  in  advancing  and  adapting  new  concepts  of  management, 
many  of  which  are  not  yet  tested  by  research  investigations. 
However,  there  are  several  publications  comparing  vegetative 
characteristics  inside  and  outside  of  exclosures  which  appear  to 
support  the  statement  that  proper  grazing  is  more  beneficial  to 
the  vegetation  than  no  grazing. 

4-5     Text  revised.  See  footnote  c/,  Table  1-1,  page  1-4  of  the  EIS. 

4-6     Text  revised.  See  page  1-3  of  the  EIS. 

The  number  of  licenses,  permits  and  leases  are  not  the  same  as  the 
number  of  livestock  operators  because  some  operators  may  hold  more 
than  one  license,  permit  or  lease. 

4-7     Text  revised.  See  page  1-10  of  the  EIS. 


Key  No 

4-8 

4-9 

4-10 

4-11 

4-12 

4-13 

4-14 

4-15 

4-16 

4-17 

4-18 
4-19 


Key  No.  4 


Footnote  removed  from  text 


Range  conditi 
Text  revised 
Arctic  grayli 
Text  revised 
Text  revised 


on  is  included  in  the  glossary  of  terms,  page  G-6. 

See  page  II-8  of  the  EIS. 

ng  do  occur  in  the  grassland  biome. 

See  page  11-69  of  the  EIS. 

See  page  11-86  of  the  EIS. 

Typographical   error  corrected. 

Text  revised.     See  page  III —1 3  of  the  EIS. 

Text  revised.     See  page  III -21   of  the  EIS. 

Competition  between  wildlife  and  livestock  continues  where  both 
occupy  a  land  area.     The  competition  would  be  of  no  importance 
where  available  forage  is  sufficient  for  both  livestock  and  wildlife 

Text  revised.     See  page  III -28  of  the  EIS. 

Text  revised.     See  page  III -31   of  the  EIS. 


Key  No.   b 


United  States  Department  of  the  Interior 


NATIONAL  PARK  SERVICE 
WASHINGTON.  D.C.     20240 


IN    REPLY   REFER  TO: 
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JUN  18  1974 

Memorandum 

To:       Director,  Bureau  of  Land  Management 

Through:   Assistant  Secretary  for  Fish  and  Wildlife  and  Parks 

From:     Associate  Director,  Park  System  Management 

Subject:   Review  of  Programmatic  Draft  Environmental  Statement  for 
Livestock  Grazing  on  National  Resource  Lands  (DES  74-42) 

We  have  reviewed  the  subject  draft  environmental  statement  transmitted 
with  your  memorandum  of  April  16  and  are  pleased  to  offer  the  following 
comments. 

COMMENTS  ON  THE  PROPOSED  ACTION 

The  statement  that  overgrazed  ranges  improve  more  rapidly  with  proper 
livestock  grazing  than  with  none  (page  1-4,  paragraph  3)  is  possibly 
true  for  the  bunchgrass  ranges  cited  but  is  not  generally  true.   In 
addition  to  the  beneficial  impacts  of  proper  grazing,  one  could  add 
adverse  impacts  of  proper  grazing:   soil  compaction,  animal  selection 
of  preferred  species  over  weed  species,  and  lower  vigor  of  quality 
forage  species.   It  is  true  that  proper  grazing  can  result  in  range 
improvement;  it  is  also  true  that  removal  of  animals  for  a  time  can 
increase  the  rate  of  range  improvement.   On  page  11-10,  it  is  noted 
that  "Ellison  found  no  published  data  proving  the  beneficial  effect  of 
grazing,"  and  this  statement  further  indicates  that  the  paragraph  on 
page  1-4  is  a  bit  too  ambitious  in  its  claims. 

COMMENTS  ON  THE  ENVIRONMENTAL  STATEMENT 

The  statement  is  inadequate  in  that  it  fails  to  provide  substantive 
information  regarding  the  project's  impact  upon  archeological  and 
historical  resources,  and  thus  allows  neither  an  assessment  of  these 
aspects  of  the  project  itself  nor  of  the  alternatives  described  in 
the  statement. 
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Director,  Bureau  of  Land  Management 


There  is  no  indication  of  compliance  with  Section  2(b)  of  Executive 
Order  11593  of  May  13,  1971,  which  states  that  Federal  agencies  should 
locate,  inventory,  and  nominate  properties  under  their  jurisdiction  to 
the  National  Register  of  Historic  Places.   We  suggest  that  the  Bureau 
of  Land  Management  might  be  able  to  comply  incrementally  with  this 
executive  order  through  the  allotment  management  plan  process. 


The  statement  also  fails  to  indicate  consultation  with  the  State 
Historic  Preservation  Officer  or  include  a  copy  of  his  comments 
regarding  the  effect  of  the  project  upon  properties  either  listed  on 
or  in  the  process  of  nomination  to  the  National  Register  of  Historic 
Places. 


5-2 


We  are  pleased  with  the  attention  given  to  archeological  resources  in 
the  draft  statement,  but  the  proposed  mitigative  measures  are  too 
general  and  vague.   Although  the  draft  statement  mentions  that  archeolog- 
ical investigations  will  be  conducted,  there  should  be  a  better  indication 
of  what  such  investigations  will  entail.   We  recommend  that  a  more  detailed 
set  of  guidelines  and  procedures  be  developed  and  included  as  an  appendix 
to  the  final  statement  to  assure  agency  compliance  with  appropriate 
Federal  legislation  and  regulations,  particularly  Title  36,  CFR,  Part  800. 


Such  procedures  should  take  into  account  the  need  for  professional 
archeological  examination  of  the  proposed  development  areas  during  the 
planning  stages  of  the  project  and  well  in  advance  of  any  construction 
activities.   If  significant  archeological  resources  are  identified,  they 
should  be  described  and  evaluated  for  their  National  Register  potential 
by  the  archeologist  who  performed  the  survey.   Decisions  concerning  the 
project  should  then  take  into  account  the  significance  of  any  affected 
resources  and  professional  recommendations  concerning  them. 

For  example,  mitigative  activities  should  be  designed  to  preserve  the 
greatest  amount  of  information  and  material  from  the  archeological 
resource  base.   Therefore,  in  case  sites  with  National  Register  potential 
or  with  research  values  are  found  to  exist  in  the  development  areas, 
there  should  be  mechanisms  for  deciding  whether  or  not  a  redesign  or 
relocation  of  the  development  area  might  be  more  appropriate  than 
salvage  excavation.   There  should  be  serious  consideration  given  to 
preservation  of  such  resources  as  opposed  to  merely  salvage. 

Other  comments,  organized  by  sections,  are: 
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Page  II,  11.   Comments  on  nitrogen  should  note  that  nitrate  can  be 
leached  from  the  soil  and  the  statement  that  nitrate  is  stored  in  the 
soil  is  vague.   Nitrate,  as  an  ion,  remains  in  solution  and  is  not 
adsorbed  to  soil  particles. 


Director,  Bureau  of  Land  Management 


Page  III,  3,  last  paragraph.   This  area  of  the  environmental  statement 
illustrates  one  of  the  major  weaknesses  of  this  otherwise  comprehensive 
and  complete  document.   The  problem  lies  in  discussing  only  the  impacts 
of  management  actions,  which  are  largely  beneficial,  whereas  the  impacts 
to  be  discussed  should  also  concern  the  grazing  itself.   The  underlying 
premise  of  the  report  is  that  without  this  management  action,  over- 
grazing of  the  livestock  occurs,  and  therefore  the  impact  of  management 
is  to  improve  the  area.   Another  underlying  premise  that  must  be 
considered  just  as  valid  is  that  without  management  action,  no  grazing 
will  be  allowed.   Using  this  second  assumption,  one  must  recognize  that 
the  discussion  of  management  actions  should  include  grazing  impacts  as 
well  as  mitigating  management  measures. 
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The  present  wording  (of  the  management  action  environmental  impacts) 
makes  a  subtle  distinction  between  grazing  impacts,  which  are  assumed  as 
given,  and  management  action  impacts.   For  example,  in  "Soil  Impacts" 
(page  III-3  and  4),  management  actions  increase  ground  cover  and  decrease 
overland  flow,  compaction,  and  evaporation.   In  addition,  unutilized 
vegetation  protects  the  soil.   In  reality,  these  actions  are  reducing 
detrimental  impacts  of  grazing  rather  than  beneficially  affecting  the 
site,  and  these  detrimental  impacts  should  not  be  assumed  as  given. 


The  same  reasoning  applies  to  the  wildlife  impacts.   The  section  begins 
with  one  sentence  stating  the  fact  that  livestock  compete  with  wildlife, 
but  the  paragraph  deals  not  with  the  different  forms  of  competition  but 
with  mitigating  measures  of  livestock  management  actions.   Again,  this 
reasoning  assumes  the  detrimental  effects  of  overgrazing  without  manage- 
ment, and  neglects  the  fact  that  grazing  might  not  occur  in  the  absence 
of  management  actions.   Since  grazing  is  not  established  by  legislation 
as  a  required  use,  but  only  as  one  of  ten  multiple  uses  (page  1-22),  the 
impacts  of  grazing  as  an  allowed  multiple  use  should  be  addressed  in  the 
same  depth  and  with  the  same  responsibility  as  have  been  grazing 
management  actions. 


Page  III,  15.   The  stated  effect  of  ash  from  forest  fires  on  water  quality 
is  slightly  misleading.   Ash  is  differentiated  from  charred  material  by  a 
total  loss  of  organic  material  and  nitrogen,  leaving  elements  of  calcium, 
magnesium,  sodium,  etc.   Because  it  does  not  contain  organic  matter,  it 
e_e   does  not  have  a  biological  oxygen  demand  and  therefore  cannot  lower  oxygen 
content.   Because  it  does  not  contain  nitrogen,  a  usual  limiting  factor 
for  algal  bloom,  algae  are  not  particularly  stimulated  by  ash.   Ash  will, 
though,  increase  eutrophication  and  will  turn  water  alkaline.   The  state- 
ment can  easily  be  amended  by  adding  the  words  "charred  material"  along 
with  "ash."   If  char  is  included,  most  of  the  statements  made  are  proper. 


4 
Director,  Bureau  of  Land  Management 


Page  III,  63.   The  discussion  of  human  interest  values  does  not  consider 
impacts  of  livestock  management  actions;  the  "impacts"  discussed  are 
mitigating  measures  to  offset  the  true  impacts.   The  impacts  from 
supportive  measures  cover  the  archeological  and  historical  site  impacts 
5"6  well.   These  impacts  can  at  times  be  substantial,  but  the  syntax  of  the 
last  paragraph  dismisses  the  impacts  of  human  interest  values.   This 
section  could  be  improved  by  deleting  the  last  paragraph,  or  at  least 
the  first  sentence  of  the  last  paragraph. 

Alternative  B.   This  section  needs  more  explanation  of  the  legislative 
repeal  necessary  to  make  the  alternative  realistic.   References  made  to 
part  I  are  confusing,  because  part  I  does  not  specifically  state  that 
grazing  is  a  mandatory  use  wherever  suitable  grazing  land  is  present. 
c_-j     Part  I  does  state  that  the  Taylor  Grazing  Act  authorized  institution  of 
a  grazing  fee,  and  was  meant  to  provide  orderly  use  of  national  resource 
lands,  but  the  Classification  and  Multiple  Use  Act  (1964)  is  paraphrased 
to  indicate  that  grazing  is  only  one  use  of  ten  multiple  uses.   Does   the 
1964  act  supercede  the  1934  act?   If  so,  this  alternative  may  be  more 
realistic  in  a  legal  sense  than  its  treatment  in  the  document  suggests. 

The  Bureau  of  Land  Management  has  85  percent  of  its  grazing  lands  in 
fair  to  poor  condition,  according  to  figures  on  pages  1-9  and  1-13. 
A  livestock  grazing  management  plan  is  urgently  needed  for  these  BLM 
lands,  most  of  which  will  recover  only  very  slowly  from  overgrazing. 

It  is  hoped  these  comments  will  be  helpful  in  preparing  a  final  environ- 
mental statement. 


Key  No, 


National  Park  Service 

Key  No,  5 


5-1     With  some  exceptions,  the  statement  in  the  text  is  true.  Adverse 
and  beneficial  impacts  of  proper  grazing  are  discussed  in  Part  III. 
Removal  of  animals  for  a  time  does  increase  the  rate  of  improvement 
and  this  is  the  basis  for  the  management  actions  of  "rest"  and 
"temporary  removal."  The  proper  quotation  citing  Ellison  is  that, 
"While  Ellison  found  no  published  data  proving  the  beneficial 
effect  of  grazing,  he  concluded  that  such  evidence  will  likely  be 
found. " 

5-2     Text  revised.  See  footnote,  page  11-10  of  the  EIS.  In  areas  where 
land  use  plans  have  been  prepared,  the  significance  of  archeological 
and  historical  sites  potential  will  have  been  identified  and  con- 
sidered as  a  land  use  plan.  In  those  areas  where  land  use  plans 
are  not  complete  the  significance  and  potential  of  the  archeological 
and  historical  sites  will  have  to  be  determined  on  a  case  by  case 
basis.  The  "criteria  for  effect"  will  be  applied  where  potential 
conflict  is  determined  to  exist. 

5-3     Point  well  taken.  A  cursory  chain  of  events  in  the  nitrogen  cycle 
was  presented.  Certainly  many  other  possibilities  exist,  such  as 
being  leached  out,  etc. 

5-4     The  impact  of  grazing  on  soil,  water,  wildlife,  vegetation  and  a 
host  of  other  resources  and  values  has  been  rather  thoroughly  dis- 
cussed in  the  EIS,  both  in  the  absence  of  any  management  and  in 
terms  of  the  effects  of  grazing  on  these  values  when  each  of  the 
management  actions  is  implemented.  For  example,  if  livestock 
numbers  are  changed,  certain  impacts  result  from  grazing  under  this 
management  action.  If  a  change  of  season  of  use  is  required,  cer- 
tain impacts  result  from  this  change  in  management.  Grazing  and 
the  various  management  actions  which  can  be  taken  to  modify  the 
grazing  are  intricately  tied  together.  One  cannot  be  discussed 
without  the  other. 

5-5     Text  revised.  See  page  III-ll  of  the  EIS. 

5-6     Text  revised.  See  page  III -46  of  the  EIS. 

5-7     The  Taylor  Grazing  Act  of  1934  is  compatible  with  the  Classification 
and  Multiple  Use  Act  of  1964  which  expired  in  1969. 
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Memorandum 

To:         Director,  Bureau  of  Land  Management 

From:    v^    Director ,  Bureau  of  Outdoor  Recreation 

Subject: 


Review  of  Draft  Environmental  Impact  Statement  for  Livestock 
Grazing  on  Public  Lands  Administered  by  the  Bureau  of  Land 
Management 

This  is  in  response  to  your  request  of  April  16,  1974,  for  the  Bureau's 
comments  on  the  subject  draft  statement. 

Although  the  statement  recognizes  many  of  the  recreational  resources 
and  uses  occurring  in  the  various  biomes,  it  does  not  sufficiently 
describe  areas  where  use  conflicts  will  occur.   For  example,  recreation 
would  be  indirectly  affected  by  changes  in  water  quality  and  vegetative 
patterns  occurring  as  a  result  of  livestock  management  practices.   Also, 
general  supportive  measures  such  as  fencing  could  inhibit  such  specific 
uses  as  hiking,  horseback  riding,  and  off- road  vehicles.   For  purposes  of 
clarity,  we  would  suggest  that  management  actions  and  supportive  measures 
as  they  affect  recreation,  be  described  and  analyzed  in  one  place  rather 
than  scattered  throughout  the  environmental  impacts  section.   This  type 
of  organization  would  facilitate  a.  comparison  of  the  trade-offs  involved 
in  the  grazing  management  proposal. 

Productivity  of  an  area  for  grazing  can  be  enhanced  by  the  application  of 
various  management  techniques.   The  decision  to  manage  an  area  for  graz- 
ing precludes  many  other  uses  and  an  irreversible  commitment  is  implied 
if  management  practices  are  to  yield  optimum  benefit. 

More  detailed  information  is  desirable  in  describing  the  irreversible  and 
irretrievable  commitments  of  resources  involved  in  the  implementation  of 
the  project  and  the  effects  of  such  commitments  on  recreation. 


r 
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Bureau  of  Outdoor  Recreation 

Key  No.  6 


6-1     The  grazing  of  livestock  on  public  land  under  an  intensive  manage- 
ment system  does  not  necessarily  preclude  other  uses  although  it 
may  affect  them  to  a  degree.  On  the  other  hand,  intensive  manage- 
ment can  be  beneficial  to  other  multiple  uses. 
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United  States  Department  of  the  Interior 


BUREAU  OF  RECLAMATION 
WASHINGTON,  D.C.     20240 


IN   REPLY 
REFER  TO:430 
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JUL  23  1974 


Memorandum 

To:       Director,  Bureau  of  Land  Management 
Attention:  Code  330 
Assistant 
From:     Commissioner  of  Reclamation 

Subject:   Draft  Environmental  Impact  Statement—Livestock  Grazing  on 
National  Resource  Lands  (DES  74/42;  April  11,  1974) 

As  requested  in  your  letter  of  April  16,  1974,  the  Bureau  of  Reclamation 
has  reviewed  the  subject  environmental  statement. 

We  recognize  that  it  may  be  impractical  to  include  much  specific  and 
quantitative  information  and  analyses  in  a  program  environmental 
statement  such  as  this  one.   However,  more  discussion  of  the  guidelines 
or  standards  under  which  the  livestock  management  actions  and 
supportive  measures  would  be  performed  would  enable  better  understanding 
of  the  program  and  more  meaningful  analysis  of  its  environmental 
impacts.   Otherwise,  we  concur  in  the  document  as  written. 
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OFFICE  OF 

ECONOMIC  PLANNING  AND  DEVELOPMENT 


MAILING  ADDRESS:     1645  West  Jefferson 


Room  428     •    Phoenix,  Arizona  85007 


June  4,    1974 


Mr.  Curt  Berklund,  Director 
Bureau  of  Land  Management 
U.S.  Department  of  the  Interior 
Washington,  D.  C.       20240 

Re:  Project  Title:  Livestock  Grazing  Management  on 

National  Resource  Lands  -  1792(330) 
State  Application  Identifier:  74-80-0019 

Dear  Mr.  Berklund: 


The  Arizona  State  Clearinghouse  has  received  and  reviewed  your 
notification  of  proposed  action  concerning  the  above  project. 
The  Clearinghouse  review  has  generated  several  responses ,  copies 
of  which  are  attached  for  your  information. 

In  accordance  with  current  requirements  as  set  forth  in  the 
Office  of  Management  and  Budget  Circular  A-9  5,  Revised,  this 
letter  will  serve  as  the  State  Clearinghouse  comment  on  the 
proposal. 

Please  include  the  above  State  Application  Identifier  in  any 
future  correspondence  regarding  this  proposal.   Thank  you  for 
providing  Arizona  with  the  opportunity  to  comment  upon  this 
proposal. 


Sincejf&ly  yours, 


Dennis  A.  Davis,  Executive 
Secretary  for  Federal  Programs 
DAD : CL : cr 


encl 


1645  West  Jefferson,  Room  428:  Administration  (602)  271-5371  •  Development  (602)  271-5374  •  Motion  Picture  (602)  271-5011  •  Tourism  (602). 271-5638 
1624  West  Adams,  3rd  Floor:  Planning  &  Clearinghouse.  (602)  271-5005  •  Intergovernmental  (602)  271-5939  •   Research  (602)  271-5001  •  Word  Center  (602)  271-3378 
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inNOr;  MAILING  ADDRESS:     1645  West  Jefferson     e     Room  428     ©    Phoenix,  Arizona  85007 

Date:       May  7,    1974 

TO:  Mr-    L*    D'-    McCorkindale 

Agriculture    £   Horticulture   Dept.  y£>v 

414   Capitol   Annex  West  /tfy,_      Ot-y 

Phoenix,    Arizona  85007  .    *r         '  .'>       *£x 

FROM:  Clearinghouse  Staff  Contact:     Constance  LaMonica  tyS* 

\ 
SUBJECT:      Environmental  Statement  Review 

Applicant;      Bureau  of  Land  Management 


Project  Title:        Live  stock  Grazing  Management  on 

National  Resource  Lands   -  1792(330) 


State  Application  Identifier:  74-80-0019 

A  copy  of  a  Draft     Environmental  Statement  is  attached  for  your  review  and 
comment  in  accordance  with  requirements  of  OMB  Circular  A-95.      Please 
review  the  proposal  as  it  affects  the  plans  and  programs  of  your  agency  and 
register  your  response  below.     Also  note  a  staff  contact  within  your  agency 
in  case  further  consultation  is  required.      Please   return  this  completed  form 
within  fifteen  (15^  davs  of  vour   receipt  of  this  recuest. 


□ 


□ 


No  comment  on  the  above  project. 
Proposal  is  supported  as  written. 
Comments  are  attached. 


\\Le_  have  received  only  a  limited  number  of  copies  of  .this  statement.     W  e 
have  Xeroxed  several  pages  from  the   statement  for  your  information  and 
review.     Should  you  desire  a  copy  for  review,    contact  the   Bureau  of  Land 
Management,    Denver  Federal  Center,    Building  50,    Denver,    Colorado 
'80225. 


y>«»,  •  ,,  ,  Review  Acrcncy  Staff  Contact 


!  '  fv ;<-•>, is  polled  Kefiic>>X  ~ / { 

cy*  "rish  Ufoctcv  Re.£]ofiJ2-  __ 

XYi  r?fr<s.iirS       yt)rKj  **.<;>', or\j2~  Authorized  Review  Agency  Signature 
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Key  N^.    10. 
OFFICE  r>p 

ECONOMIC  PLANNING  AND  DEVELOPMENT 


MAILING  ADDRESS:     1645  West  Jefferson 


Dr.   James  Schoenwetter 
Department  of  Anthropology 
Arizona  State  University 
Tempe,  AZ    85281 


Room  428    •    Phoenix,  Arizona  85007 
Date:      May  7,    1974 


FROM:  Clearinghouse  Staff  Contact:     Constance  LaMonica 

SUBJECT:      Environmental  Statement  Review 

Applicant:      Bureau  of  Land  Management 


Project  Title:        Livestock  Grazing  Management  on 

National  Resource  Lands   -  1792(330) 


State  Application  Identifier: 


74-80-0019 


A  copy  of  a  Draft     Environmental  Statement  is  attached  for- your  review  and 
comment  in  accordance  with  requirements  of  OMB  Circular  A-95.     Please 
review  the  proposal  as  it  affects  the  plans  and  programs  of  your  agency  and 
register  your  response  below.     Also  note  a  staff  contact  within  your  agency 
in  case  further  consultation  is  required.     Please  return  this  completed  form 
within  fifteen  (15)  davs  of  vour  receiot  of  this   request. 


□ 
□ 


No  comment  on  the  above  project. 
Proposal  is  supported  as  written. 
Comments  are  attached. 


TWe  have  received  only  a  limited  number  of  copies  of  this  statement. We 

have  Xeroxed  several  pages  from  the  statement  for  your  information  and 
review.     Should  you  desire  a  copy  for  review,    contact  the  Bureau  of  Land 
Management,    Denver  Federal  Center,    Building  50,   Denver,   Colorado 

'80225. 
^W '  stiiherc/s  £xf>hr*£\r>i 


Civil    R',<yhxS 
GrA,yn^  LFish 
-"did*  r?iira.itrS 


Health 

Powet- 

nvrKS 
LtxHd 

/4s>Rcc 
OB  PAD 


Review  Agency  Staff  Contact 


Authorized  Review  Agency  Signature 
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Livestock  Grazing  Management:   1792(330) 
Identifier:  7^-80-0019 

This  draft  environmental  impact  statement  clearly  indicates  the  need  for 
such  statements  and  for  public  reviews  of  their  content,  for  it  effectively 
illustrates  the  narrow  perspective  of  public  good  that  may  be  identified  by 
a  Federal  Agency.   The  Bureau  of  Land  Management  informs  us  of  it's  priorities 
on  page  1-3  of  this  statement.   To  fulfill  it's  obligations  to  the  citizens 
of  the  Republic,  it  will  establish  management  actions  with  "multiple  resource 
goals  in  mind".   But  it  is  the  implementation  of  this  ideal  which  is  critical. 
As  regards  implementation  the  plan  is: 

"The  key  to  successful  implementation  is  that  any  grazing  system 
must  be  designed  to  provide  for  the  continuing  physiological  needs 
of  the  vegetation." 

I  have  every  sympathy  with  the  proposition  that  a  grazing  lease  should 
not  be  implemented  if  there  is  any  threat  of  overgrazing  the  land.   But 
"multiple  resource  goals"  must  certainly  be  considered  as  more  than  simple 
avoidance  of  overgrazing. 

On  page  1-7,  we  are  informed  that  the  first  step  in  the  development  of 
an  AMP  takes  all  resources  and  values  of  the  land  under  consideration  and 
utilizes  the  resultant  analysis  as  the  basis  for  a  decision  of  use.   But  we  are 
nowhere  informed  of  the  procedures  that  will  be  used  to  prepare  this  "management 
framework  plan".   Nor  are   we  anywhere  advised  of  the  steps  to  be  taken  to 
insure  that  those  who  make  the  necessary  decisions  are  qualified  to  consider 
the  "multiple  resource  goals"  required.   Nor  are  we  informed  of  any  guidelines 
those  decision-makers  may  have  to  guide  their  actions.   We  are  informed  only 
that  decision  making  will  provide  for  the  "continuing  physiological  needs 
of  the  vegetation". 

* 

I  suggest  that  the  Bureau  of  Land  Management  has  submitted  a  proposal 
which  documents  their  greater  concern  with  vegetation,  livestock  and  cash  flow 
than  with  the  needs  of  the  citizenry.   Their  AMP  program  is  valuable,  but  the 
Bureau  should  not  be  given  authority  to  implement  it  unless: 

(a)  an  environmental  impact  statement  is  prepared  for  each  grazing 
lease;  or 

(b)  an  environmental  impact  statement  of  a  proposed  livestock  grazing 
management  program  is  prepared  which  clearly  identifies  the 
procedures  by  which  management  framework  plans  are   established 
and  which  clearly  identifies  the  guidelines  of  decision-making 

as  to  use  or  combinations  of  uses  to  be  authorized  in  the  specific 
area  of  a  grazing  lease. 


I! 


Arizona  Department  of  Anthropology 

Key  No.  10 
Key  No. 

10-1     See  discussion  on  the  BLM  planning  system  on  pages  1-21  through 
1-23  of  the  EIS. 
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n  Key  No.    11 

^        OFFICE  OF 
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:,NOR  MAILING  ADDRESS:     1645  West  Jefferson     o     Room  428     ©    Phoenix,  Arizona  S5007 

Date:       May  7,    1974 

TO:  j^r.    Les  Ormsby,   Admin. 

Arizona  Power  Authority 
1810  West  Adams  Street 
Phoenix,    Arizona     85005 

FROM:  Clearinghouse  Staff  Contact:     Constance  LaMonica 

SUBJECT:      Environmental  Statement  Review 

Applicant:      Bureau  of  Land  Management 


Project  Title:        Livestock  Grazing  Management  on 

National  Resource   Lands    -   1792(330) 


State  Application  Identifier:  74-80-0019 

A  copy  of  a   Draft      Environmental  Statement  is  attached  for  your  review  and 
comment  in  accordance  with  requirements  of  OMB  Circular  A-95.      Please 
review  the  proposal  as   it  affects  the  plans  and  programs  of  your  agency  and 
register  your  response  below.     Also  note  a  staff  contact  within  your  agency 
in  case  further  consultation  is  required.      Please   return  this   completed  form 
within  fifteen  (15)  days  of  your   receipt  of  this   request. 

No  comment  on  the  above  project. 

Proposal  is  supported  as  written. 

Comments  are  attached. 


□ 
□ 


3^Jia^:e_Jcejijiiyji.&_imly_i^  We 

have  Xeroxed  several  pages  from  the   statement  for  your  information  and 
review.     Should  you  desire  a  copy  for   review,    contact   the  Bureau  of  Land 
Management,    Denver  Federal  Center,    Building  50,    Denver,    Colorado 
"8022  5. 

>>fi/\-  v  (,  Review  Agency  Staff  Contact; __ 

ft:  /»*".£,: i-;        /fe?,vo/r  i         //         ,7^  )         .,i 
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Key  No.    12 


OFFICE  or 
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MAILING  ADDRESS:     164S  West  Jefferson     <?     Room  428     ©    Phoenix.  Arizona  £5CG7 

Dale;       May  7,    1974 

Mr.    Ford  Smith,    Exec.    Dir. 
Civil  Rights  Div,    Dept  of  Law 
1645  W.  Jefferson,    Room  140 
Phoenix,   Arizona  85  007 


SUBJECT:      Environmental  Statement  Review 

Applicant;       Bureau  of  Land  Management 


Project  Title;        Livestock  Grazing  Management  on 

National  Resource   Lands    -   1792(330) 


State  Application  Identifier: 


74-80-0019 


A  copy  of  a   Draft      Environmental  Statement  is  attached  for  your  review  and 
comment  in  accordance  with  requirements  of  CMB  Circular  A-95.      Please 
review  the  proposal  as  it  affects  the  plans  and  programs  of  your  agency  and 
register  your  response  below.     Also  note  a  staff  contact  within  your  agency 
in  case  further  consultation  is   required.      Please   return  this   completed  form 
within  fifteen  (15)  days  of  your   receipt  of  this   request. 

J  No  comment  on  the  above  project. 

j  X  [   Proposal  is   supported  as  written. 

Comments  are  attached. 

\yj^ha_v.Q_rfLcc_ived_on.ly.  alimited  number  of  copies  of  this  statement.     We 
have  Xeroxed  several  pages  from  the   statement  for  your  information  and 
review.      Should  you  desire  a  copy  for   review,    contact   the   Bureau  of  Land 
Management,    Denver  Federal  Cente  r,    Building  50,    Denver,    Colorado 
80?.?.  5. 

.,  ,  Review  Aqcncy  Staff  Contact: 
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Avdhori.-.ed   Review  Accncv  S 
Exccuti vc    Direct  or 


:  •;  .!  i  m  re 


I 


\  Key  No.    13 

\NA  \        OFFICE  OF 

pr-oprryrwir*    !Di  Art  a  f  ;•  i\  f  r%    a  r  /  r  s    /"">  *z  \  /  c  /  p  Q  r ."  r  n  r  r 
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s'OR  MAKING  ADDRuSS:     1545  West  Jefferson    e     Room  420     c    Phoenix,  Arizona  £5007 

Date:       Mav  7.    1974 

TO:  Mr-    K-'E.    Foster,    Ass't  Dir,' 

College  of  Earth  Sciences 
Office  of  Arid  Land::  Studies 
1201   East  Speedway 
Tucson,   Arizona  85719 

FROM;  Clearinghouse  Staff  Contact:     Constance   LaMonica 

SUBJECT;      Environmental  Statement  Review 

Applicant;       Bureau  of  Land  Management 


Project  Title;        Livestock  Grazing  Management  on 

National  Resource  Lands    -   1792(330) 


State  Application  Identifier;  74-80-0019 

A  copy  of  a   Draft      Environmental  Statement  is  attached  for  your  review  and 
comment  in  accordance  with  requirements  of  OMB  Circula.r  A-95.      Please 
review  the  proposal  as   it  affects  the   plans  and  programs  of  your  agency  and 
register  your  response  below.     Also  note  a  staff  contact  within  your  agency 
in  case  further  consultation  is  required.      Please   return  this  completed  fo 
within  fifteen  (15)   days  of  your   receipt  of  this    request. 

["      j  No  comment  on  the  above  project. 

I       j  Proposal  is  supported*as  written. 

Comments  are  attached. 

_We  have  received  only  a  limited  number  of  copies  of  this  statement.      We 
have  Xeroxed  several  pages  from  the   statement  for  your  information  and 
review.     Should  you  desire  a  copy  for   review,    contact  the  Bureau  of  Land 
Management,    Denver  Federal.  Center,    Building  50,    Denver,    Colorado 
80225. 

,.  ,  Review  Agency  Staff  Contact:  ,  a 
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INCH  BAILING  ADDRESS:     164b  wesi  jcucrson     e     Room- ^^«     o     Khoenix,  Arizona  85007 


Date;       May  7,    1974 


fO: 


Robert  Kennerly,    Exec.    Drr 
District:  IV  COG 
377  S.   Main  St.  ,    Rm,    202 
Yuma,   AZ     85  364 


FROM;  Clearinghouse  Staff  Contact;     Constance  LaMonica 

SUBJECT:      Environmental  Statement  Review 

Applicant;       uureau  of  Land  Management 


Project  Title;        Livestock  Grazing  Management  on 

National  Resource   Lands    -    1792(330] 


State  Application  Identifier:  74-80-0019 

A  copy  of  a    Draft     Environmental  Statement  is  attached  for  your  review  and 
comment  in  accordance  with  requirements  of  OMB  Circular  A-95.      Please 
review  the  proposal  as   it  affects  the   plans  and  prog  rains  of  your  agency  and 
register  your  response  below.     Also  note  a  staff  contact  within  your  agency 
in  case  further  consultation  is  required.      Please   return  this   completed  form 
within  fifteen  (15)  days  of  vour    receipt  of  this    request. 

I  No  comment  on  the  above  project. 

\j4Ji   Proposal  is   supported  as  written. 

Comments  arc  attached. 

\Ve  have   r e ceived  only  a  limited  number  of  copies  of  this   statement.      W e 
have  Xeroxed  several  nages  from  the   statement  for  your  information  and 
review.     Should  you  desire  a  copy  for   review,    contact   the   Bureau  of  Land 
Management,    Denver  Federal  Center,    Building  50,    Denver,    Colorado 
80225. 
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•v^       OFFICE  OF  Key  No'   15 

•'    "'    EC0rJ0H7/C  PLANNING  AND  DEVELOPPJEPJl 

MAILING  ADDRESS:     1645  West  Jefferson     ©     Room  428     o    Phoenix,  Arizona  85007 

Date:      May  7,    1974 

XO;  Mr.    John  P.    Dickinson 

Dept.    of  Economic  Security- 
Post  Office  Box  6123 
Phoenix,   Arizona  85005 

FROM:  Clearinghouse  Staff  Contact:     Constance  LaMonica 

SUBJECT:      Environmental  Statement  Review 

Applicant:      Bureau  of  Land  Management 


Project  Title:        Livestock  Grazing  Management  on 

National  Resource  Lands   -   1792(330) 


State  Application  Identifier:  74-80-0019 

A  copy  of  a   Draft     Environmental  Statement  is  attached  for- your  review  and 
comment  in  accordance  with  requirements  of  CMB  Circular  A-95.      Please 
review  the  proposal  as  it  affects  the  plans  and  programs  of  your  agency  and 
register  your  response  below.     Also  note  a   staff  contact  within  your  agency 
in  case  further  consultation  is  required.      Please  return  this  completed  form 
within  fifteen  (15}  davs  of  vour   receint  of  this  reauest. 


a 
□ 


No  comment  on  the  above  project. 
Proposal  is  supported  as  written. 

/ 

Comments  are  attached. 


W.e  hay^rc_c.cJyjcdipn)y_aJlimiLedjuim  We 

have  Xeroxed  several  pages  from  the  statement  for  your  information  and 
review.     Should  you  desire  a  copy  for  review,    contact  the  Bureau  of  Land 
Management,-  Denver  FcdcraLG enter,— Building  50,    Denver,    Colorado 
80225. 

>>cr.-/$"  fxphr^Ltty, 

*'  -,  u       Jf  Review  Aucnev  Staff  Contact:  \^     £.&-*-  />U  A 

it  ft-ff6.it* S        ,AY*i  R*ftiOr\X£=  iWtliorixcd  Review  Agency  b'ig:u:iurc 


SU3JUCT: 


S.A.I.  §   74-80-0019,  Bureau  of  Land  l-'anaacrf.snt  -  Livestock  Grazing 
i'.anageir.ent  on  National  Resource  Lands  -  1792(330) 


Yl.is  explication  is  supported  with  a  prevision  that  any  unresolved 
Indian  land  cities  or  I.'dian  water  rights  are  protected. 


ZONA 

r.ci 
the 

:rnor 


TO: 


Key  No.    16 


OFFICE  OF 

tCOlJOPJliC  i-'LAf'jJV/rJG  AiJD  DEVszlQ??s*:i 

MAILING  ADDRESS:     1645  West  Jefferson     a     Room  428     o    Phoenix,  Arizon 

Date:       May  7,    1974 


J.       I'll ,.       V.  HI  -       n.       tlJ-CC,       ^itav-v.      ..../.       ^>..; 

Environmental  Planning  Division 
Department  of  Highways 
206  South  17th  Avenue 
Phoenix,  Arizona      85007 


I  J   J 
35007 


FROM:  Clearinghouse  Staff  Contact;     Constance  LaMonica 

SUBJECT:      Environmental  Statement  Review 

Applicant;       Bureau  of  Land  Management 


Project  Title; 


Livestock  Grazing  Management  on 
National  Resource   Lands    -   1792(330) 


State  Application  Identifier; 


74-80-0019 


A  copy  of  a    Draft     Environmental  Statement  is  attached  for  your  review  and 
comment  in  accordance  with  requirements  of  OMB  Circular  A-95.      Please 
review  the  proposal  as   it  affects  the  plans  and  prog  rains  of  your  agency  and 
register  your  response  below.     Also  note  a   staff  contact  within  your  agency 
in  case  further  consultation  is  required.      Please   return  this  completed  form 
within  fifteen  (15)  davs  of  vour   receipt  of  this   recuest. 


J  No  comment  on  the  above  project. 
j  Proposal  is  supported  as  written. 
X  I  Comments  are  attached. 


RECEIVE!; 

MAY  -  9  1974 


ARIZONA  HIGHWAY  DEPARTMl: 
EMVIRON.V.f.NTAL  PLANNING  Civ!: 

\YLc_ha_ve  received  only  a  lini i ted  nu mber  o f  copie  s  of.  tl u_§_ J5Jiitjejn e nt ..     W e 
have  Xeroxed  several  pages  from  the   statement  for  your  information  and 
review.      Should  you  desire  a  copy  for   review,    contact   the   Bureau  of  Land 
Management,    Denver  Federal  Center ,    Building   50,    Denver,    Colorado 
80225. 

,,  ,  Review  Acicncv  ^taff  Contact; 
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Division  f'anaqer 


Authorised  Review  Agency  Signature 


X  Kev  No.    17 

•7Qy.\  \        Of F ICE  OF 

I     E?**n>r-f^n'<'r%    jpt  APiPfiNn    Ann    /l.^l/P*  no/1/',9/T 
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rt.\o«  WAILING  ADDRESS:     1645  West  Jefferson     o     Fioorn  428     o    Phoenix,  Arizona  85007 

Date:       May  7,    1974 

TO; 

Office  of  Economic  Planning 

and  Development,    3rd  Floor 
2624  West  Adams  Street 
Phoenbc,  Arizona  85007 

FROM:  Clearinghouse  Staff  Contact;     Constance  LaMonica 

SUBJECT:      Environmental  Statement  Review 

Applicant;       Bureau  of  Land  Management 


Project  Title;        Livestock  Grazing  Management  on 

National  Resource  Lands   -  1792(330) 


State  Application  Identifier;  74-80-0019 

A  copy  of  a   Draft     Environmental  Statement  is  attached  for  your  review  and 
comment  in  accordance  with  requirements  of  OMB  Circular  A-95.      Please 
review  the  proposal  as  it  affects  the  plans  and  programs  of  your  agency  and 
register  your  response  below.     Also  note  a  staff  contact  within  your  agency 
in  case  further  consultation  is  required.      Please   return  this  completed  form 
within  fifteen  (15)  davs  of  vour  receipt  of  this   request. 


I  /     No  comment  on  the  above  project. 
I       I  Proposal  is  supported  as  written. 


□ 


Comments  are  attached. 


We  have  received  only  a  limited  number  of  copies  of  this  statement.      We 
have  Xeroxed  several  pages  from  the   statement  for  your  information  and 
review.     Should  you  desire  a  copy  for  review,    contact  the  Bureau  of  Land 
Management,    Denver  Federal  Center,    Building  50,    Denver,    Colorado 


H*.  hi  Rcview.  Agency  Staff  Contact;    ^L^Lt^a^A^ 
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OFFICE  OF 


Key  No.    18 


COrJOrSaC  PlaFJNImG  AiJu  Dzs/zlQsiv.jiv: ; 

MAILING  ADDRESS;     1645  West  Jefferson     o     Room' 428     ©     Phoenix.  Arizona  8500/ 

Date;       May  7,    1974 

Mr.    Dennis  McCarthy,    Dir. 
Arizona- Stale  Parks   Board 
1688  W.    Adams  St.  ,    Room  109 
Phoenix,    Arizona  85007 


FROM:  Clearinghouse  Staff  Contact:     Constance   LaMonica 

SUBJECT:      Environmental  Statement  Review 

Applicant;       Bureau  of  Land  Management 


Project  Title;        Livestock  Grazing  Management  on 

National  Resource   Lands    -   1792(330; 


dtate  Application  Identifier: 


74-80-0019 


'/  he: 

i  Hi  i 

• )/ 


A  copy  of  a   Draft      Environmental  Statement  is  attached  for  your  review  and 
comment  in  accordance  with  requirements  of  OMB  Circular  A-95.      Please 
review  the  proposal  as   it  affects  the   plans  and  programs  of  your  agency  and 
register  your  response  below.     A.lso  note  a   staff  contact  within  your  agency 
in  case  further  consultation  is  required.      Please   return  this   completed  form 
within  fifteen  (15)  davs  of  vour   rec.eiot  of  this   reouest. 


No  comment  on  the  above  project. 
(       j   Proposal  is   supporteoLas  written. 
Comments  arc  attached. 


&.e_ha_y.e  r ccs i v e cL .p n.ly_a_ limi t j^d  jaujraJbjqr_QjLc o.pie_s_D.f_thi s_sjtatemen.t. We 

have  Xeroxed  r-cveral  pages  from  the   statement  for  your  information  and 
review..     Should  you  desire  a  copy  for   review,    contact   the  Bureau  of  Land 
Management,  -Denver  Federal  Center,    Building  50,    Denver,    Colorado 
80225/ 
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Office  of 


Kev  No.    19 


MAILING  ADDRESS:     1645  West  Jefferson     a.  Room  428     o     Phoenix.  Arizona  85007 


Dr.    James    L.    Schamacian ,    Dir. 
Department   of    Hen lth    Services 
1740  West  Adams    Street 
Phoenix,    Arizona        85007 


<>'J    Date:      'May  7,    1974 


FROM:  Clearinghouse  Staff  Contact;     Constance   LaMonica 

SUBJECT:      Environmental  Statement  Review 

Applicant:       Bureau  of  Land  Management 

Project  Title:        Livestock  Grazing  Management  on 


ISO  10; 
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National  Resource   Lands    -    1792(330) 
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State  Application  Identifier; 


74-80-0019 


A  copy  of  a   Draft      Environmental  Statement  is  attached  for  your  review  and 
comment  in  accordance  with  requirements  of  OMB  Circular  A-95.      Please 
review  the  proposal  as   it  affects  the   plans  and  programs  of  your  agency  and 
register  your  response  below.     Also  note  a   staff  contact  within  your  agency 
in  case  further  consultation  is   required.      Please   return  ihis  completed  form 
within  fifteen  (15)  davs  of  vour  receipt  of  this   reouest. 


X\  No  comment  on  the  above  project. 
Proposal  is  supported  as  written. 
Comments  are  attached. 
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\ViiJh.a_vj£_xiLCLCjLYj^d_^  We 

have  Xeroxed  several  pages  from  the   statement  for  your  information  and 
review.      Should  you  desire  a  copy  for   review,    contact   the   Bureau  of  Land 
Management,    Denver  Federal  Center ,    Building  50,    Denver,    Colorado 
80225. 
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Key  No.   20 


^     Office  of 

MAILING  ADDRESS:     1645  West 'Jefferson     c     Room  428     o    Phoenix,  Arizona  85C07 

Date:       May  7,    1974 


TO:  Mr.    William  II.    Dresher 

Dean,    College  of  Mines 
Dir.  ,    Az.    Bureau  of  Mines 
The  University  of  Arizona 
Tucson,    Arizona  85721 

FROM:  Clearinghouse  Staff  Contact:     Constance   LaMonica      /£\        /?>■  ^\ 

A^  »>*V  ^ 

SUBJECT:      Environmental  Statement  Review  fro  ».mm!"^   "■< 

j  coitus o(  •"„:  ,- 


Applicant:       Bureau  of  Band  Management 


<&■ 


Project  Title:        Bive  stock  Grazing  Management  on 

National  Resource   Bands    -    1792(330) 


Stale  Application  Identifier; 


74-80-0013 


A  copy  of  a    Draft      Environmental  Statement  is  attached  for  your  review  and 
comment  in  accordance  with   requirements  of  OMB  Circular  A-95.      Please 
review  the  proposal  as  it  affects  the   plans  and  programs  of  your  agency  and 
register  your  response  below.     Also  note  a   staff  contact  within  your  agency 
in  case  further  consultation  is  required.      Please   return  this   completed  form 
within  fifteen  (15)  davs  of  vour   receipt  of  this   reauest. 

X.  , 

No  comment  on  the  above  project. 

I  Proposal  is  supported  as  written. 

Comments  are  attached. 

We  have  received  only  a  limited  numb er  of  copies  of  this  statement..    W e 
have  Xeroxed  several  pages  from  the   statement  for  your  information  and 
review.      Should  you  desire  a  copy  for   review,    contact   the   Bureau  of  Band 
Management,    Denver  Federal  Center,    Building  50,    Denver,    Colorado 
80225. 
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MAILING  ADDRESS:     1645  West  Jefferson     o     Room  -128     o     Phoenix.  Arizona  J5C07 

Date:       May  7,    1974 


Mr.    Roland  H.    Sharer 
State  Liaison  Officer,    AORCC 
4433  N.    19th  Ave.,    Suite  203 
Phoenix,    AZ  85015 


FROM:  Clearinghouse  Staff  Contact:     Constance   LaMonica 

SUBJECT:      Environmental  Statement  Review 

Applicant:       Bureau  of  Land  Management 


RECEIVED 

MAY  1  u  1974 

^•O.R.C.C. 


Project  Title:        Livestock  Grazing  Management  on 

National  Resource   Lands    -   1792(330) 
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State  Application  Identifier: 


74-80-0019 


A  copy  of  a    Draft      Environmental  Statement  is  attached  for  your  review  and 
comment  in  accordance  with  requirements  of  OMB  Circular  A-95.      Please 
review  the  proposal  as   it  affects  the  plans  and  programs  of  your  agency  and 
register  your  response  below.     Also  note  a   staff  contact  within  your  agency 
in  case  further  consultation  is  required.      Please   return  this   completed  form 
within  fifteen  (15)  davs  of  vour   receipt  of  this   rcouest. 
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□ 


No  comment  on  the  above  project.. 
Proposal  is   supported  as  written. 
Comments  are  attached. 


^y.C-J) a vc_ received  only  a  limited  number  of  copies  of  this    statement,      We 
have  Xeroxed  several  pages  from  the   statement  for  your  information  and 
review.     Should  you  desire  a  copy  for   review,    contact  the   Bureau  of  Land 
Management,    Denver  Federal  Center,    Building  50,    Denver,    Colorado 
80225. 
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MAILING  ADDRESS:     i(i45  West  Jefferson     o     Room  428     ©    Phoenix,  Arizona  85C07 

Date:       May  7,    1974 

Mr.    Clinton  M.    Pattea 
Executive  Secretary 
Indian  Affairs  Commission 
1623  West  Adams  St. 
Phoenix,    Arizona     85007 


FROM:  Clearinghouse  Staff  Contact:     Constance   LaMonica 

SUBJECT:      Environmental  Statement  Review 

Applicant;       Bureau  of  Land  Management 


Project  Title 


Livestock  Grazing  Management  on 
National  Resource   Lands    -   1792(330) 


State  Application  Identifier; 


74-80-0019 


A  copy  of  a    Draft      Environmental  Statement  3s  attached  for' your  review  and 
comment  in  accordance  with  requirements  of  OMB  Circular  A-95.      Please 
review  the  proposal  as   it  affects  the   plans  and  programs  of  your  agency  and 
register  your  response  below.     Also  note  a   staff  contact  within  your  agency 
in  case  further  consultation  is   required.      Please   return  this   completed  form 
within  fifteen  (  1  5^  days  of  your   receipt  of  this    re  que  st. 

/"4  No  comment  on  the  above  project. 


j  Proposal  is   supported  as  written. 

Comments  are  attached. 
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have  Xeroxed   several  pages  from  the    statement  for  your  information  and 
review.      Should  you  desire  a  copy  for   review,    contact   the   Bureau  of  Land 
Management,    Denver  Federal  Center,    Building  50,    Denver,    Colorado 
8022  5. 
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Authorized  Review  Agency  Signulur 


Key  No.   23 


JACK    WILLIAMS 

GOVERNOR 


§tate  €anb  Srparhnmt 

1624  WEST  ADAMS 

PHOENIX.  ARIZONA   85007 

602   -   271-4634 


ANDREW    L.  BETTWY 
STATE    LAND   COMMISSIONER 


July  5,  1974 


Mr.  Rogers  C.B.  Morton 
Secretary  of  the  Interior 
Washington,  D.C.  20240 

Attention:  Mr.  Curt  Berklund,  Director  of  BLM 

Gentlemen: 

In  reference  to  the  Draft  Bivironmental  Lnpact  Statement  on  Livestock 
Grazing  on  Public  Land,  the  following  comments  pertaining  thereto  are 
submitted. 


1. 


2. 


3. 


23-2 


This  overall  statement  concerns  itself  only  with  a  description 
of  the  current  program  and  outlines  the  future  scope  of  the 
AMP  program  as  contemplated  by  the  BLM,  but  does  not  deal  with 
alternativesi  to  the  existing  and  contemplated  future  AMP  program. 
Perhaps  a  brief  discussion  of  the  negative  impact  of  the  lack  of 
an  AMP  program  would  contain  interesting  and  significant  infor- 
mation. 

We  believe  that  more  emphasis  should  be  placed  on  the  need  for 
a  better  understanding  of  "how  grass  grows".  Much  attention  is 
devoted  to  the  manipulation  of  livestock  but  very  little  attention 
is  directed  to  the  continuing  physiological  needs  of  the  vegeta- 
tion other  than  a  brief  statement  on  page  1-3. 

On  page  1-4  the  draft  reads  "it  is  estimated  that  140  million  (of 
150  million  acres)  are  suitable  for  livestock  grazing".  No 
mention  is  made  of  what  the  disposition  will  be  on  the  other  10 
million  acres,  or  why  it  is  not  suitable  for  grazing.  Perhaps 
clarification  here  would  help. 


Mr.  Rogers  C.  B.  Morton 
July  $,  1974 
Page  2 


I 


23-3 


4.   Although  a  comparison  of  cost  and  source  of  funds  is  shown 
in  Table  1-6,  there  is  no  comparison  of  the  projected  or 
estimated  cost  versus  the  projected  or  estimated  benefits 
derived.  Realizing  that  it  is  difficult  to  project  the 
price  of  beef  and  lamb  in  the  year  2000,  perhaps  the  value 
of  the  dollar  in  1970  or  1974  could  be  used  to  indicate  the 
estimated  value.   Benefits  in  this  case  could  be  restricted 
to  the  value  of  beef  and  lamb  production. 

We  appreciate  the  opportunity  to  comment  on  the  draft  statement  and  look 
forward  to  the  final  report. 

Sincerely, 

Andrew  L.  Bettwy 


'U-*4-*- 
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by  KaQy  R.C  Johnson,    Administrator 
Offjxe  of  Natural  Resource 
Conservation,    Management  &  Services 
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cc:     Mr.    Joe  T.  Fallini 

Ms.    Constance  LaMonica 
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Key  No. 


Arizona  State  Land  Department 

Key  No.  23 


23-1     The  discussion  of  the  custodial  program  under  Section  VIII  relates 
to  this  comment.  See  also  item  10  on  page  IX-12  of  the  EIS. 

23-2     See  item  7  on  page  IX-10  of  the  EIS. 

23-3     Under  NEPA  and  pursuant  guidelines,  benefit-cost  analysis  is 

optional  in  environmental  impact  statements.  In  the  present  case, 
where  a  total  program  is  being  evaluated,  a  b/c  analysis  would 
not  be  conclusive  nor  materially  add  to  information.  For  example, 
a  favorable  b/c  ratio  would  not  prove  that  any  individual  AMP  was 
economically  feasible,  nor  would  an  unfavorable  ratio  prove  that 
the  majority  of  the  AMP's  were  infeasible. 


L 

C 

L 


NORMAN   B.  LIVERMORE,  JR. 
SECRETARY 


Department  ol  Conservation 
Deportment  of  Fish  and  Garr 
Deportment  of  Navigation   ar 

Ocean  Development 
Department  of  Parks  and  Re 
Department  of  Water  Resour, 


Key  No.    24 


RONAID  REAGAN 

GOVERNOR  OF 

CALIFORNIA 


THE  RESOURCES  AGENCY  OF  CALIFORNIA 

SACRAMENTO,  CALIFORNIA 

AUG  2     1974 


OFFICE  OF  THE  SECRETARY 

RESOURCES  BUILDING 

1416  NINTH  STREET 

95814 


Air  Resources  Board 
Colorado  River  Board 
Son   Franc, sco  Boy  Conservation  and 

Development  Commission 
Solid  Waste  Management   Board 
Stole  Lands  Commission 
Stale  Reclamation  Board 
State  Water  Resources  Control  Board 
Regional    Water  Quality   Control   Boards 


Mr.  Ed  Evatz 

Bureau  of  Land  Management 
U.  S.  Department  of  Interior 
Washington,  DC  20240 

Dear  Mr.  Evatz: 

The  State  of  California  has  reviewed  the  "Draft  Environmental 
Impact  Statement,  Livestock  Grazing  Management  On  National 
Resources  Lands",  dated  March  1974,  which  was  submitted  to  the 
Office  of  Planning  and  Research  (State  Clearinghouse)  within 
the  Governor's  Office.   This  review  fulfills  the  requirements 
under  Part  II  of  the  U.  S.  Office  of  Management  and  Budget 
Circular  A-95  and  the  National  Environmental  Policy  Act  of  1969, 

The  statement  has  been  reviewed  by  the  Departments  of 
Conservation,  Pish  and  Game,  Parks  and  Recreation,  Food  and 
Agriculture,  Transportation,  and  Water  Resources;  and  the  State 
Water  Resources  Control  Board.   Following  are  comments  of  the 
State. 


24-1 


In  general  the  statement  is  sound,  and  much  of  it  is  well 
documented.   Considering  the  immense  land  area  discussed,  the 
multitude  of  variations  from  place  to  place,  and  the  great 
variety  of  interests  involved,  a  concise  and  comprehensible 
summary  of  conditions,  needs,  and  proposed  actions  has  been 
prepared.   The  proposed  management  practices  are  based  on  sound 
research  findings  backed  by  some  appropriate  field  results  of 
their  application;  they  are  in  accord  with  principles  of 
resources  utilization,  rangeland  management,  and  economic  con- 
straints that  are  generally  recognized  and  accepted. 

The  statement  would  be  improved  and  strengthened  if  written  in 
a  more  positive,  less  apologetic  tone,  especially  the  introduc- 
tory material  in  the  section  "Description  of  the  Environment" 
(Part  II.  pages  II-l  through  11-17).   More  specifically,  the 
section  General  Environmental  Characteristics  of  all  Biomes" 
^p.  II-7)  begins  with  a  discussion  of  "Grazing  and  Vegetation 
Relationships,"  which  is  introduced  by  a  statement  on  the  history 
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and  effects  of  overgrazing.   This  section,  in  our  opinion,  would 
be  placed  in  better  perspective,  and  doubtless  would  be  better 
comprehended,  if  it  included  at  least  a  brief  summary  of  effects 
of  "normal"  or  proper  grazing,  and  responses  of  rangeland  eco- 
systems to  such  treatment.   This  material  would  establish  a 
"baseline"  showing  fundamental  nature  and  condition  of  ranges 
under  reasonable  grazing,  and  help  readers  to  understand  how  far 
ranges  may  presently  be  from  such  a  baseline  condition,  and  in 
what  direction,  as  well  as  indicating  the  condition  which  the 
Bureau  of  Land  Management  is  striving  to  attain  through  its  pro- 
posed grazing  management  program. 


Recommended  Additional  Discussion 


Two  points  of  extreme  importance  should  be  emphasized  in  the 
introductory  portions. 

1)  The  morphological  and  physiological  adaptations  of 
grasses  and  other  range  plants  to  grazing.   Grasses 
differ  from  other  plants  in  life  form,  and  in  the 
way  in  which  they  grow.   Their  adaptations  to  grazing 
include  the  zone  of  active  meristematic  tissue  at  the 
base  of  each  blade  and  each  node;  buds  in  the  axils  of 

24-2      tne  sheaths  of  the  lower  portions  of  the  stem;  and 
positioning  of  the  buds  with  respect  to  grazing  and 
fire.   Having  evolved  under  grazing,  and  being  thus 
adapted  to  use  by  grazing  animals,  grasslands  actually 
remain  in  better  condition  if  grazed  than  if  left 
ungrazed.   These  morphological  and  physiological 
adaptations  to  grazing  should  be  briefly  but  emphatically 
described  and  explained. 

2)  The  significance  of  grazing  lands — grasslands  and  open 
shrub lands --in  world  nutrition,  especially  as  a  source 
of  high  qualiTy  animal  protein.  Present  grazing  lands -- 
on  a  world  scale,  as  well  as  in  the  United  States--are 
generally  less  watered,  steeper,  at  higher  elevations, 
or  more  stony  than  arable  lands.  Most  are  sparsely 
inhabited  and  generally  unsuited  for  cultivation,  but 

24_3j     they  play  an  important  role  in  the  animal  component  of 

food  production  for  humans.   Adults  require  no  less  than 
36   grams  of  high  quality  protein  per  day,  if  proper 
nutrition  is  to  be  maintained.   Protein  supplied  from 
grazing  animals  is  of  high  quality.   Grazing  lands  are 
valuable  because  herbivores  harvest  and  transform  into 
high  quality  protein  plant  materials  that  are  otherwise 
not  usable  by  man.   On  a  world  scale  these  herbivores 
supply  about  one-fourth  of  the  total  protein  need  of  man. 


24-4 
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24-6 


24-7 
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Grazing  animals  supply  protein  of  high  quality,  and 
they  use  as  food  plant  materials  that  otherwise  would 
be  wasted. 


Recommended  Additional  Supporting  Material 

In  the  absence  of  a  more  complete  description  of  the  existing 
situation  and  of  a  no-action  alternative  it  is  impossible 
to  evaluate  the  expected  effects  of  the  recommended  plan. 
Allotment  Management  Plan  (AMP)  programs  have  been  in  effect 
since  1965,  but  little  data  are  presented  to  substantiate  the 
degree  to  which  such  programs  accomplish  their  stated  goals. 
Either  such  data  are  available  and  should  be  presented  with  a 
full  discussion  or  are  not  available  and  other  grounds  for 
recommending  AMP  management  should  be  presented.   Watershed 
improvement  is  identified  as  a  principal  focus,  but  is  not  well 
documented.   The  mention  of  the  Winnemucca  study  on  page  1-15 
and  appendix  tables  II-A-l-a  and  II-A-1  does  not  represent  an 
adequate  presentation  and  discussion  of  supporting  data.   In 
particular,  the  apparent  severe  deterioration  of  soil  erosion 
condition  of  waste  lands  under  "proper  management  and  land 
treatment"  conditions  and  the  absence  of  estimates  for 
Perennial  Forb  and  Broadleaf  Tree  vegetation  types  require  some 
explanation. 

Supporting  Data  on  Effect  of  AMP  Management 

No  da'ta  for  AMP  managed  lands  comparable  to  the  1964  survey 
of  land  condition  and  trends  are  presented  in  a  comparable 
format.   If  such  data  are  not  available,  some  explanation  should 
be  included  for  the  absence  of  studies  on  the  effects  of  a 
management  program.   The  impression  left  by  this  document  is  that 
AMP  management  was  instituted  for  a  number  of  plausible  reasons, 
and  that  no  program  exists  to  determine  the  effectiveness  of  AMP 
management  in  meeting  the  criteria  listed  on  page  1-12.   If  such 
a  program  exists  it  should  be  described.   If  no  such  program 
exists  its  absence  should  be  stated  and  explained.   The  statement 
on  page  II-4  that  the  1964  survey  is  the  latest  available  is  not 
adequate  explanation.   Surely  the  Bureau  must  have  some  more 
recent  studies  of  the  effectiveness  of  their  program. 

Controls  on  Effectiveness  of  Management  Programs 

Existing  and  proposed  procedures  for  surveillance,  monitoring, 
and  enforcement  of  AMP  management  regulations  are  not  adequately 
described.   There  is  no  description  of  the  relative  effectiveness 
of  existing  controls  on  AMPs  and  no  discussion  of  requirements 
for  improvement  or  continuation  of  present  levels  of  enforcement 
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in  an  expanded  program.   Such  a  discussion  should  include  consid- 
eration of  the  relationship  between  management  practices  on 
government  controlled  lands  and  on  adjacent  private  lands. 


24-8 


Land  Modification  Practices 

Extensive  chemical  and  mechanical  land  treatments  are  listed  in 
table  1-1  on  page  1-5.   These  practices  are  apparently  an  integral 
part  of  AMP  management,  but  they  do  not  receive  adequate  descrip- 
tion or  discussion.   The  final  EIR  should  describe  these  practices, 
the  areas  and  locations  recommended  for  their  practice,  and  the 
ecological  effects  expected  from  such  modifications.   This  account 
should  include  descriptions  of  major  problems  with  undesirable 
plant  species,  weeds,  and  introduced  species.   The  locations  and 
trends  of  any  major  infestations  should  be  identified  together 
with  proposed  control  programs  and  associated  problems.   The 
phreatophyte  control  measures  described  on  page  111-13  should 
receive  more  specific  treatment. 
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Ecological  Considerations 

The  discussion  of  ecological  interrelationships  beginning  on 
page  111-52  should  be  rewritten.   It  omits  at  least  one  major 
ecological  consideration  -  the  distinction  between  a  crop  and 
a  "closed"  ecosystem.   When  grazing  animals  are  harvested  for 
consumption  there  is  an  inevitable  drain  of  nutrient  materials. 
Sustained  yield  management  requires  an  adequate  natural  reservoir 
or  artificial  replenishment  of  these  materials.   The  discussion 
in  this  section  is  general  and  disorganized.   The  overall  plan 
calls  for  increased  Animal  Unit  Months  but  there  is  no  indication 
here  of  the  relative  significance  of  removal,  augmentation,  and 
rotation  of  stock  occupancy.   The  energy  and  materials  budgets 
of  grazing  should  be  considered  in  this  section. 


AMP  Formulation  Procedures 
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The  actual  formulation  of  individual  AMPs  is  described  in  vague, 
general,  and  laudatory  terms.   A  description  of  the  procedures  to 
be  used  to  insure  adequacy  and  to  check  for  implementation  and 
residual  flaws  should  be  included.   Some  explanation  of  procedures 
for  balancing  compliance  to  the  criteria  listed  on  page  1-12 
should  be  included. 
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The  attached  pages  of  specific  comments  of  the  Division  of 
Forestry,  Department  of  Conservation,  are  an  integral  part  of 
this  letter. 

Thank  you  for  the  opportunity  to  review  and  comment  upon  the 
statement. 

Sincerely  yours, 

N.  B.  LIVERMORE,  JR. 
Secretary  for  Resources 


Attachment 


cc:   Mr.  Mark  Briggs 

Director  of  Management  Systems 

State  Clearinghouse 

Office  of  Planning  and  Research 

1400  Tenth  Street 

Sacramento,  CA  95814 

(SCH  No.  7^051336) 


Specific  Comments  on  the 

Draft  Environmental  Impact  Statement 

Livestock  Grazing  Management  on 

National  Resources  Lands 

By  Division  of  Forestry,  Department  of  Conservation 


24-11 


1.   Page  1-3,  last  sentence  says  "The  key  to  successful  imple- 
mentation is  that  any  grazing  system  must  be  designed  to  provide 
for  the  continuing  physiological  needs  of  the  vegetation." 
Page  1-12,  first  sentence:   "The  criteria  for  developing  and 
implementing  AMPs  will  focus  on  improving  watershed  conditions." 
These  two  statements  do  not  appear  entirely  compatible. 


|e 


Page  1-18:   How  are  numbers  of  wild  horses  and  burros  to  be 
■  [kept  constant  from  1972  through  2010? 
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3.   Page  1-19  and  -20: 
deliberately  decimated 
or  cattle  and  also  to 
dependent  on  wildlife 
that  grazing  capacity 
cattle,  there  is  evide 
a  decrease  of  some  50 
the  latter  part  of  the 
precipitation  alone,  w 


"Wildlife  populations  were  sometimes 
to  reduce  their  competition  with  sheep 
eliminate  food  sources  of  those  Indians 
for  their  existence."   If  it  is  assumed 
for  bison  is  proportional  to  that  for 
nee  suggesting  that  there  would  have  been 
to  75  percent  in  the  bison  herds  during 

19th  century  due  to  decreases  in 
ithout  considering  effects  of  overhunting, 
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4.  Page  1-21:   Last  part  of  paragraph  at  top  of  page  is 
unintelligible.   Was  a  line  left  out  of  the  next  to  the  last 
sentence? 

5.  Page  1-23:   Figure  1-1  is  not  legible:   The  same  is  true  of 
the  other  illustrations  in  this  report.   The  report  is  difficult 
to  understand  and  review  because  of  this  fact. 

6.  Page  1-24:   Last  paragraph:   If  collective  impacts  can  have 
so  serious  an  effect,  what  is  done  to  avoid  them? 

7.  Page  II-3:   Map  is  not  legible:   The  same  is  true  of  other 
maps  and  illustrations  throughout  the  report. 

8.  Page  11-10,  par.  2:   "The  natural  state  in  range lands  was 
reached  and  maintained  under  grazing."  True,  but  the  grazers 
and  other  herbivores  were  wild  populations;  there  are  some 
differences  between  such  animals  and  their  use  of  rangelands, 
and  those  of  domesticated  animals.   These  differences  should  be 
indicated. 


[ 
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|9.   Page  11-23: 
discussed. 


Topography  of  the  California  Prairie  is  not 


I 10.   Pages  11-28  thru  31;  Figs.  II-9  thru  12:   Biome  subdivisions 
[should  be  identified  on  these  figures. 

11.   Page  11-47:   Color  may  be  a  striking  feature  of  the  grass- 
land biome,  due  to  the  presense  of  seasonal  societies  of  forbs 
with  brightly  colored  flowers. 


I12' 
[Des 


Page  11-57:   Imperial  Valley  is  not 
sert.   It  is  in  the  Colorado  Desert. 


on  the  Mojave 
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13.  Page  II-65:   We  do  not  believe  it  correct  to  say  "...  the 
desert  is  essentially  lacking  in  plant  succession."   It  is 
true  that  the  process  is  much  slower,  and  occurs  with  more 
difficulty;  but  it  has  taken  place  and  still  is  occurring  -- 
witness  the  widespread  replacement  of  native  perennial  grasses, 
and  their  replacement  with  species  such  as  cheatgrass,  Russian 
thistle,  and  many  Mediterranian  annuals  over  extensive  areas  of 
the  southern  San  Joaquin  Valley  —  which  is  Sonoran  Desert  -- 
the  Great  Basin,  and  the  Southwest. 

14.  Page  11-66,  top  of  page:   "...  birds  which  are  fleet  of 
foot;"?  We  agree  that  animals  of  the  desert  are  fleet  of  foot, 
but  only  a  few  of  the  desert  birds  can  accurately  be  so 
described. 

15.  Page  11-72:   The  last  sentence  in  the  paragraph  at  the  top 
of  the  page,  regarding  invasion  of  halogeton  and  similar  plants, 
is  in  conflict  with  the  statement  on  p.  II-65  that  "...  the 
desert  is  essentially  lacking  in  plant  succession." 

16.  Page  11-79:   The  term  "woodland-bushland"  appears  to  be 
a  hybrid  combination  without  specific  meaning.   The  same  is 
true  of  the  term  "chaparral-bushland"  on  page  II-96.   We  suggest 
reference  to  a  publication  on  terminology  such  as  "Terminology 
of  Forest  Science,  Technology,  Practice  and  Products",  published 
by  the  Society  of  American  Foresters,  1971. 

17.  Page  11-86;  last  paragraph:   This  statement  minimizes  the 
importance  of  fog  in  California.   Winter  fogs  are  frequent, 
covering  much  of  the  Great  Central  Valley,  extending  upslope 
to  between  1,000  and  2,000  feet,  frequently  persisting  for 

15  to  30  days,  and  sometimes  for  more  than  60  days  at  a  time! 

18.  Page  11-90 :   The  statement  (paragraph  2)  that  "Modern 
fire  control  has  contributed  to  the  expansion  of  sclerophyll 
and  pinon- juniper  woodlands  into  grass  and  brush  types"  is  not 
true  for  California.   This  is  a  popular  misconception,  which 
has  little  or  no  real  basis  in  fact.   Further,  the  meaning  of 
sclerophyll  in  this  sentence  is  not  clear  --  does  it  refer  to 


sclerophyll  woodlands,  or  to  sclerophyll  vegetation  in  a 
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broader  sense?   California  chaparral  is  a  sclerophyll  plant 
community  and  its  habitat  requirements  are  not  all  that  much 
different  from  the  intermingled  woodlands;  there  is  no  evidence 
of  significant  changes  in  area  occupied  by  either  woodland  or 
chaparral  during  historical  time. 

The  last  sentence  of  this  paragraph,  to  the  effect  that  there 
is  little  or  no  plant  succession  relationship  between  these 
plant  communities,  is  in  conflict  with  the  earlier  statement 
about  fire  control  practices  permitting  the  expansion  of 
sclerophyll  vegetation. 

19.   Page  11-91*   The  material  on  chaparral  in  the  first  four 
paragraphs  of  this  page  is  very  inaccurate  and  misleading. 
The  source  (Odum)  cited  for  the  acreage  occupied  by  chaparral 
is  not  an  authority  on  this  question.   Data  currently  in  use 
by  the  Division  of  Forestry  shows  at  least  8.5  million  acres  of 
chaparral,  with  an  additional  two  million  acres  of  coastal 
sagebrush  and  minor  conifers  which  would  be  grouped  with 
chaparral  for  purposes  of  a  report  of  this  kind.   In  addition, 
much  of  the  1.5  million  acres  of  woodland  is  included  with 
chaparral  by  many  authorities,  plus  greater  or  lesser  parts 
of  the  0.6  million  acres  of  woodland-chaparral  in  the  lower 
mountains.   The  woodland-grass  type  surrounding  the  California 
prairie  could  hardly  extend  "...  northeast  along  the  Coast 
Range  ...."  since  the  Coast  Ranges  trend  from  southeast  to 
northwest.   Other  similar  errors  make  this  section  of  little 
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value. 

20.   Page  II-96:   The  term  "California  chaparral-bushland"  is 
redundant  and  meaningless.   Refer  to  comments  on  page  11-79 > 
above. 

California  chaparral  (last  sentence)  is  not  a  fire  subclimax. 
If  it  is  to  be  regarded  as  subclimax  in  any  respect,  then  it 
must  be  regarded  as  an  edaphic  subclimax.   Yet,  detailed 
soil-and-vegetation  mapping  on  more  than  9.5  million  acres  of 
wildlands  indicate  conclusively  that  this  vegetation  is  in 
dynamic  equilibrium  with  its  environment,  including  both 
climate  and  soils. 
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21.  Page  11-100:   El  Camino  Real,  the  Spanish  route  between 
the  California  missions,  did  not  extend  into  the  Central  Valley 
of  California.   It  was  close  to  the  coast,  extending  through 
the  upper  Salinas  and  Santa  Clara  valleys  between  Paso  Robles 
and  San  Francisco;  this  route  is  considerably  west  of  the 
summit  of  the  Southern  Coast  Ranges  of  California. 

22.  Page  11-104:   We  believe  it  worthwhile  to  point  out  that 
the  Northwest  Coastal  Forest  is  a  temperate  rain  forest,  since 
the  unqualified  term  rain  forest  generally  connotes  forests  of 
tropical  regions. 
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23.  Page  11-107;  middle  of  page:   "The  climate  of  the  montane 
coniferous  forest  is  directly  related  to  elevation  --  the 
higher  the  elevation,  the  colder  and  wetter  the  climate."   In 
California,  rainfall  decreases  markedly  above  about  6,500  feet  in 
the  mountains. 

24.  Page  III-2;  first  paragraph:   Livestock  grazing  does  not 
always  result  in  soil  compaction.   Whether  soil  compaction 
occurs,  depends  on  stocking  rates,  class  of  livestock,  length  of 
grazing  season,  soil  moisture  conditions,  kinds  of  soil,  and 
many  other  factors. 


I 
I 
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Key  No, 


The  Resources  Agency  of  California 

Key  No.  24 


24-1     Material  presented  in  the  EIS  beginning  on  page  1 1-5  is  largely 
quoted  from  the  published  literature  and  was  included  primarily 
to  indicate  the  effects  of  unmanaged  livestock  grazing,  a  condition 
which  has  been  almost  universal  in  the  recorded  pastoral  history  of 
many  nations,  \lery   meager  literature  exists  to  show  the  beneficial 
effects  of  "normal"  or  proper  grazing  on  the  rangeland  ecosystem. 
Although  such  knowledge  has  been  accumulated  for  perhaps  75  years, 
the  application  of  the  knowledge  has  been  relatively  recent.  The 
bulk  of  the  draft  EIS  was  devoted  to  a  broad  description  of  the 
benefits  of  "proper"  management  with  appropriate  literature 
citations  where  these  were  available,  particularly  in  Parts  III 
and  IV. 

Tables  on  range  condition  should  indicate  to  reviewers  the  present 
"baseline"  condition  of  national  resource  rangelands  as  well  as 
projected  conditions  anticipated  by  continuation  of  the  present 
grazing  management  program  as  discussed  in  Part  I. 

24-2    Statement  by  respondent  is  certainly  true  regarding  life  form, 

growth  and  adaptations  to  grazing  by  grasses.  However,  forbs  and 
browse  species  also  contribute  significantly  to  forage  for  grazing 
animals.  Some  authorities,  however,  would  argue  that  large 
expanses  of  rangeland  (for  example,  the  Great  Basin  or  Cold  Desert 
Biome)  have  not  evolved  under  grazing  pressure  since  large  herds 
of  herbivores  were  nonexistent. 

Page  11-25  of  the  EIS  has  been  revised  to  include  comments  by  the 
respondent. 

24-3    Statement  by  respondent  concerning  significance  of  grazing  lands  as 
a  source  of  high  quality  protein  in  world  nutrition  is  certainly 
true.  However,  this  draft  EIS  is  a  description  of  the  impacts  of 
livestock  grazing  on  national  resource  lands  located  in  the  11 
Western  States.  A  discussion  of  the  importance  of  worldwide 
grazing  lands  on  world  nutrition  is  beyond  the  scope  of  this  EIS. 

24-4    See  revised  text,  page  1-10,  and  additional  Table  1-4  in  the  EIS 
for  discussion  and  data  on  accomplishments  of  the  program. 

See  also  Alternative  E  for  discussion  of  a  "no  change"  alternative. 

24-5    The  "waste"  referred  to  in  Table  II-A-l-a  is  a  sample  of  212,000 
acres  containing  less  than  2  percent  vegetative  cover.  These  may 
include  steep,  barren  slopes;  dry  lake  beds;  "slick  rock";  "book" 
cliffs;  and  lands  of  similar  nature.  The  land  has  no  potential  to 
produce  any  more  than  the  present  2  percent  or  less  of  vegetation. 
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Key  No.  24 


24-5     If  erosion  is  occurring,  it  is  almost  totally  geologic  in  nature 
(cont.)   and  man  can  do  little  or  nothing  to  stem  the  erosive  processes 
under  these  circumstances. 

The  Bureau  would  have  very  little  of  the  "perennial  forb"  or 
"broadleaf  tree"  vegetative  types  under  its  jurisdiction.  At 
least  these  types  have  not  been  sampled  to  date  in  the  Watershed 
Condition  Classification  Procedures. 

24-6     Text  revised,  table  added.  See  pages  1-10  and  1-11  of  the  EIS. 

24-7     Text  revised.  See  page  1-6  of  the  EIS  on  supervising  and  monitor- 
ing AMP's  on  national  resource  lands.  Private  and  other  lands 
that  are  included  in  an  AMP  are  subject  to  the  same  grazing 
management  practices  as  those  applied  to  NRL. 

24-8     Text  clarified.  See  page  1 1 1 -21  of  the  EIS. 

Also  note  that  chemical  and  vegetative  manipulation  practices  will 
be  covered  in  more  detail  in  programmatic  statements  dealing  with 
those  subjects. 

24-9     The  fact  that  animals  are   harvested  as  a  "crop"  thus  removing 
nutrients  from  the  ecosystem  is  stated  in  the  EIS  on  page  1 1 -8 
and  page  V-3,  item  3  under  "Ecological  Interrelationships." 
However,  the  inevitable  drain  of  nutrients  when  animals  are 
harvested  for  consumption  is  considered  to  be  relatively  insig- 
nificant in  rangeland  ecosystems  and  must  be  largely  mitigated 
and  replenished  by  natural  weathering  and  climatic  processes. 
Otherwise,  the  "inevitable  drain"  for  thousands  of  years  of 
grazing  and  harvesting  would  surely  have  resulted  in  rather  sterile 
soils. 

The  energy  and  materials  budgets  are   discussed  generally  on  pages 
1 1 -7  and  1 1 -8  of  the  EIS. 

24-10  Refer  to  EIS,  page  1-6  and  Appendix  I-A  (Boise  Front  Allotment 
Management  Plan)  for  discussion  on  AMP  formulation,  objectives 
and  evaluation. 

24-11     The  two  statements  are  compatible.  If  the  grazing  system  results 
in  satisfying  physiological  needs  of  desired  vegetation,  it 
follows  that  improved  watershed  conditions  are  the  end  product 
of  this  process. 


Key  No.  24 
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24-12    PL  92-195  (Wild  Free-Roaming  Horse  and  Burro  Act)  directs  the 

Secretary  of  the  Interior  to  maintain  populations  in  a  thriving 
ecological  balance.  The  Act  authorizes  removal  of  excess  animals 
by  (1)  transfer  to  individuals,  organizations,  etc.,  under  private 
maintenance  agreements,  (2)  relocation  to  areas  already  inhabited 
by  wild  horses  and  burros  and  (3)  disposal  by  humane  methods.  It 
is  through  these  actions  that  populations  will  be  controlled  in 
keeping  with  management  plans  for  individual  herd  units. 

24-13    The  statement  by  the  reviewer  may  be  correct,  but  would  not  affect 
the  statement  made  in  the  EIS. 

24-14    Text  clarified.  See  page  1-18  of  the  EIS. 

24-15    Through  application  of  the  Management  Framework  Plan  process  and 
subsequent  application  of  activity  plans,  such  as  the  AMP,  collec- 
tive impacts  are  avoided  or  minimized  to  a  generally  acceptable 
level  in  terms  of  social,  economic  or  environmental  factors  that 
prevail . 

24-16    Some  differences  in  use  of  rangelands  between  wild  populations  of 
herbivores  and  domestic  animals  are  cited  in  various  places  in  the 
EIS.  The  statement  on  page  II-7,  paragraph  2  of  the  EIS,  is  taken 
from  the  published  literature  and  it  would  not  be  appropriate  to 
change  or  embellish  the  statement.  Refer  also  to  page  1-17. 

24-17    Discussion  of  the  topography  of  the  California  Prairie  would  not 
add  materially  to  the  clarity  of  the  EIS. 

24-18    Biome  subdivisions  on  the  figures  would  result  in  some  confusion 
to  many  reviewers. 

24-19    No  change  proposed. 

Because  of  the  vastness  of  the  grassland  biome--both  in  size  and 
various  locations—color  was  discussed  in  a  very  general  way. 
There  is  agreement  that  seasonal  forbs  can  add  a  touch  of  color, 
however,  for  most  seasons  of  the  year  colors  in  the  grassland 
biome  are  lacking  in  variety  and  tend  to  be  monotonous. 

24-20    Text  revised.  See  page  11-42  of  the  EIS. 

Last  line,  page  11-57  of  the  draft  should  have  read,  "Imperial 
Valley  and  Mojave  Desert."  However,  since  writing  the  draft, 
interest  in  geothermal  resources  has  exoanded  so  the  passage  has 
been  modified. 


Key  No.  24 
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24-21     Text  revised.  See  paqe  11-49  of  the  EIS. 

24-22    Text  revised.  See  paqe  11-49  of  the  EIS. 

24-23    Text  revised.  See  paqe  11-49  of  the  EIS. 

24-24    The  term  "woodland-bushland"  and  the  subsequent  descriptions  of 
the  components  of  this  biome  were  abstracted  from  the  literature. 
See  reference  3,  paqe  11-90  of  the  EIS. 

24-25    The  statement  concerninq  "fog"  does  not  attempt  to  discuss  its 

importance  or  duration  in  the  woodland-bushland  biome.  The  state- 
ment was  abstracted  from  the  literature  and  is  quoted  accurately. 

24-26    The  statements  referred  to  are  all  abstracts  from  the  published 
literature.  Although  some  of  the  reference  material  may  not  be 
true  specifically  for  California,  it  is  qenerally  true  for  the 
woodland-bushland  type  as  a  whole.  Sclerophyll  is  used  in  a 
"broader  sense." 

24-27    Unfortunately,  the  team  preparing  the  EIS  did  not  have  access  to 
the  data  from  the  California  Division  of  Forestry  cited  by 
respondent.  In  the  absence  of  more  relevant  published  data,  Odum 
will  have  to  remain  as  the  source  of  information.  The  phrase 

" extends  northeast  along  the  Coast  Range "  has  been 

revised.  (See  paqe  11-67  of  the  EIS.) 

24-28  The  term  "California  chaparral -bushland"  is  used  in  the  published 
reference  citations.  Text  revised.  See  paqe  11-70  and  71  of  the 
EIS. 

24-29    Text  revised.  See  paqe  11-73  of  the  EIS. 

24-30    Text  revised.  See  paqe  11-75  of  the  EIS. 

24-31    The  statement  is  generally  true  for  the  montane  coniferous  forest 
and  was  not  limited  just  to  "rainfall"  but  includes  other  forms 
of  precipitation  as  well,  such  as  snow. 

24-32    Text  revised.  See  paqe  III-l  of  the  EIS. 
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STATE  OF  IDAHO 

STATE  PLANNING  AND  COMMUNITY  AFFAIRS  AGENCY 
BOISE,  IDAHO    83720 

June    19,    1974 

Mr.  Curt  Berklund,  Director 

United  States  Department  of  the  Interior 

Bureau  of  Land  Management 

Washington,  D.C.  20240 

Dear  Mr .  Berklund : 

The  State  Clearinghouse,  State  Planning  and  Community  Affairs  Agency, 
has  completed  review  of  the  draft  environmental  impact  statement 
for  livestock  grazing  on  public  lands  administered  by  the  Bureau  of 
Land  Management.   The  following  State  agencies  were  notified  of  the 
availability  of  the  statement  for  review  and  comment: 

Idaho  Water  Resource  Board 

Idaho  Water  Administration  Department 

Idaho  Department  of  Public  Lands 

Idaho  Fish  and  Game  Department 

Idaho  Historical  Society 

Idaho  Highway  Department 

Idaho  Parks  and  Recreation  Department 

Idaho  Soil  Conservation  Commission 

Idaho  Department  of  Agriculture 

Enclosed  are  substantive  comments  submitted  by  the  Idaho  Fish  and 
Game  Department.  We  encourage  consideration  of  these  comments  in 
the  preparation  of  the  final  environmental  impact  statement. 

If  we  can  be  of  any  further  assistance,  please  let  us  know. 

Sincerely, 


Karl  Tueller 
Associate  Director  for 
Intergovernmental  Coordination 


KT:ls 

cc:   Idaho  Fish  and  Game  Department 

Encl: 
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CECIL  D    ANDRUS.  Governor 

,  COMMISSION 

PETE  THOMPSON.  Sandpomt 
IPAUl  C    KFFTON.  Lcwiston 
JOHN  FATON.  Cascade 
JACK  HFMINGWAY.  Su"  Valley 
,H   JACK  ALVORD.  Pocalello 


lO  FISH  AND  GAME 

June  18,   1974 


JOSFPH  C    GREENLEY 
Director 

POST  OFFICE  BOX  25 

600  SOUTH  WALNUT  STREET 

BOISE,  IDAHO  83707 


Mr.  Karl  Tueller 

State  Clearing  House 

State  Planning  and  Community  Affairs 

STATEHOUSE 

Dear  Mr.  Tueller: 

Reference  is  made  to  the  Draft  Environmental  Impact  Statement  pertaining 
to  Livestock  Grazing  on  National  Resource  Lands  prepared  by  the  Bureau  of 
Land  Management. 

Following  are  the  Department's  comments  based  on  our  review  of  the  document 


This  Draft  Environmental  Statement  on  Lives 
Resource  Lands  has  been  prepared  on  the  bas 
Land  Management  lands  will  be  managed  in  th 
implementation  of  allotment  management  plan 
that  once  these  plans  are  implemented  that 
occur.  This  assumption  is  based  on  the  18 
lands  that  are  presently  under  AMPs.  This 
and  no  long  term  effects  have  been  analyzed 
generally  selected  on  "easy  decision  lands" 
variety  of  conflicts.  Therefore,  it  would 
success  of  the  AMP  program  is  somewhat  pres 
considerable  modification  to  be  applicable 


tock  Grazing  on  National 
is  that  all  Bureau  of 
e  future  through  the 
s  (AMPs) .  It  is  assumed 
proper  grazing  will 
percent  of  the  grazing 
is  a  very  recent  program 
The  initial  AMPs  were 
that  did  not  contain  a 
appear  that  the  overall 
umptuous  and  may  require 
to  other  lands . 
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Page  1-3,  Last  Sentence:  It  would  be  more  significant  if  it  read  "The 
key  to  successful  implementation  is  that  any  grazing  system  must  be 
designed  to  provide  for  the  continuing  physiological  neeas  of 
desirable  vegetation." 

Page  1-4,  3rd  Paragraph:  This  statement  cannot  be  applicable  to  all 
overgrazed  ranges.  There  are  too  many  other  factors  involved 
including  amount  of  precipitation  and  soil  type  that  affect  over- 
grazed ranges.  This  statement  leaves  one  with  the  impression  that 
proper  grazing  is  the  panacea  for  improving  all  overgrazed  ranges. 


Mr.  Karl  Tueller 

Page  2 

June  18,  1974 
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Page  1-4,  4th  Paragraph:  Although  supportive  measures  such  as  fencing, 

land  treatment  projects,  and  road  and  trail  construction  are  required 
to  achieve  management  goals  they  could  result  in  lower  wildlife 
populations  than  are  presently  inhabiting  the  area. 

Page  1-5,  Table  3-1:  This  table  indicates  that  placing  all  lands  under 
an  AMP  would  require  an  additional  99,000  miles  of  fences.  Fences 
can  be,  and  currently  are,  a  very   real  hazard  to  wildlife,  interfering 
with  big  game  migrations  and  day  to  day  movements.  Nowhere  in  the 
statement  can  we  find  an  indication  that  these  hazards  are  covered. 

Page  1-7,  1st  Paragraph:  This  statement  infers  again  that  intensive 

grazing  management  programs  which  are  designed  to  benefit  livestock 
will  also  benefit  wildlife  and  water  quality.  This  is  an  assumption, 
and  should  not  be  applied  to  all  areas. 

Page  1-12,  1st  Paragraph,  Items  c,  d,  e,  g:  These  criteria  point  out  that 
the  AMPs  are  basically  geared  to  livestock  range  improvement  whereas 


wildlife, 
effects 


fisheries  and  watershed  improvements  become  secondary 


25-7 


Page  1-12,  3rd  Paragraph:  Why  is  it  essential  in  order  for  an  AMP  to  be 
funded  that  private  range  user  funds  be  used?  We  feel  that  improve- 
ments on  public  lands  should  be  totally  funded  by  public  funding  in 
order  to  prevent  vested  interests  from  influencing  management 
decisions. 


25-8 


25-9 


25-10 


Page  I -18,  Table  1-7:  The  comparison  of  present  and  projected  status  of 
AUMs  of  forage  indicates  an  increase  of  5.7  million  unit  months  of 
livestock  by  year  2010  and  685,000  unit  months  for  wildlife.  This 
is  a  44  percent  increase  of  livestock  use  on  existing  ranges  compared 
to  only  32  percent  for  wildlife.  This  would  indicate  a  much  higher 
competition  factor  for  space  and  basic  needs  between  livestock  and 
wildlife  than  presently  exists.  It  does  appear  inequitable  and  again 
indicates  that  the  primary  purpose  of  AMPs  is  to  increase  livestock 
use  on  BLM  ranges  at  the  expense  of  wildlife  and  other  uses. 

Page  I I -4,  Desert  Biome:  This  ecosystem  as  is  found  in  Idaho  is  very 
essential  to  wildlife  species  such  as  antelope,  bighorn  sheep,  and 
sage  grouse  even  though  it  is  also  used  for  livestock  grazing.  The 
importance  of  the  Desert  Biome  for  wildlife  should  be  mentioned. 

Page .11-9,  1st  Paragraph,  3rd  Sentence:  Decreasing  plant  species  remain 
on  many  overused  ranges  because  of  their  location  on  sites  or  in 
areas  inaccessible  to  certain  grazing  animals  and  not  necessarily 
because  they  are  not  being  sought  after  due  to  lack  of  abundance. 


Mr.  Karl  Tueller 
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25-12 


25-13 
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Page  11-11,  Ecological  Interrelationships,  2nd  Paragraph:  We  contend  the 
statement:  "collective  and  accumulative  effects  of  population  and 
disturbance  of  the  aquatic  community  are  not  well  understood",  is 
not  factual.  The  authors  have  overlooked  a  substantial  amount  of 
research  dealing  with  these  relationships.  As  an  example,  a  yery 
sizeable  and  comprehensive  literature  review  en  the  effects  of  silt 
in  streams  has  been  prepared  by  Gibbons  and  Salo  under  the  U.S.D.A. 
Report  published  in  1973.  While  this  report  deals  with  the  effects 
of  logging,  it  still  can  be  used  as  an  interpretive  document  for 
_    the  effects  of  any  disturbance. 

Page  II-35,  4th  Paragraph:  This  statement  intimates  that  the  strutting 
ground  in  itself  is  the  key  requirement  for  sage  grouse  or  sharptail 
grouse  and  fails  to  recognize  that  the  nesting  habitat  adjacent  to 
the  ground  is  also  essential. 

Page  I I -43,  3rd  Paragraph:  The  nitrogen  fixation  rate  is  an  important 
factor  in  revegetation  recovery  rates.  This  statement,  however, 
fails  to  recognize  that  sagebrush  is  an  important  nitrogen  producer 
and  could  also  be  a  critical  factor. 

Page  11-65,  3rd  Paragraph:  Juniper  woodlands  in  western  Idaho  are  invading 
other  vegetative  communities.  They  are  a  fire  type,  however,  fuels 
to  carry  fire  are  removed  by  grazing.  This  trend  is  irreversible 
under  present  grazing  management  programs. 


i  Pa9e 


11-65,  Animals  -   Terrestrial  Wildlife: 


25-15 


25-16 


25-17 


This  section  does  not  ade- 
It  appears  to  be  more 


25-H 


quately  cover  conditions  in  this  State, 

generally  applicable  to  southern  cold  desert  biomes  than  to  what 
is  found  in  southern  Idaho.  Wildlife  species  dependent  upon  this 
type  of  habitat  in  Idaho  and  not  mentioned  in  the  text  are  sage  grouse, 
_    chukar  partridge,  and  quail  along  with  California  bighorn  sheep. 

Page  II -68 ,  Threatened  Wildlife:  Also  to  be  added  to  this  list  is  the 

California  bighorn  sheep  which  has  been  established  in  southwest  Idaho. 

Page  11-75,  4th  Paragraph:  In  southern  Idaho  and  Oregon  the  land  form  is 
broken  by  considerable  areas  of  rim  rock  or  escarpments  and  of-^n  cut 
by  deep  canyons. 

Page  11-79,  Woodland  Brush! and  3iome:  No  mention  is  made  of  the  bitterbrush- 
sagebrush-mixed  shrub  communities  that  are  significant  to  south  Idaho 
and  provide  both  year  around  and  critical  winter  ranges  for  many 
species  of  wildlife  in  Idaho.  Where  do  they  fit  into  the  described 
Biomes? 


Mr.  Karl 
Page  4 
June  18, 
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1974 
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Page  1 1 -92,  2nd  Paragraph:  See  comments  on  Page  11-63,  3rd  Paragraph 
relating  to  effects  of  fire. 

Page  11-92,  Animals  -  Terrestrial  Wildlife:  The  pi nyon- juniper  woodland 
may  provide  important  food  and  cover  especially  during  the  winter 
months  for  mule  deer.  Some  forms  of  juniper  provide  significant 
amounts  of  browse. 

Page  HI-9,  3rd  Paragraph:  The  statement  is  made  that  vegetative  mani- 
pulative practices  may  adversely  affect  soil  for  a  short  time  but 
in  the  long  period  would  be  beneficial.  The  practice  of  removing 
sagebrush  from  ranges  can  have  some  long  term  effects  with  respect 
to  soil  fertility  and  available  nitrogen  for  shallow  rooted  plants 
(refer  to  Dobermyer  and  Utah  State  Study,  1972). 

Page  III-10,  Water  -  Impacts  from  Livestock  Management  Actions:  The 
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Department  disagrees  in  part  with  some  of  the  statements  made.  We 
are  not  in  agreement  that  grazing  systems  will  restore  streamside 
vegetation,  etc.  We  can  find  no  inference  in  the  document  cited 
that  such  is  the  case.l  The  rest  rotation  grazing  program  in  Bear 
Valley  has  been  in  effect  for  several  years  and  there  is  still  no 
noticeable  improvement  to  streamside  vegetation.  While  any  lessen- 
ing of  grazing  will  obviously  improve  streambank  and  streamside 
conditions,  it  is  our  opinion  that  no^  streamside  grazing  is  often 
the  best  approach.  We  feel  that  livestock  should  be  completely 
excluded  from  certain  highly  critical  streamside  areas  by  fencing. 
"Water  gaps"  or  "watering  lanes"  or  offstream  watering  devices 
should  be  incorporated  where  feasible  to  lessen  streambank  habitat 
damage.  No  mention  is  made  in  the  statement  as  to  the  damage  and 
loss  of  stream  banks  resulting  from  trampling.  Livestock  have 
tendencies  to  concentrate  alung  water  courses  during  the  hot 
summer  months  where  it  is  cooler,  shaded  and  more  forage  and 
available  water  can  be  found.  The  erosion  and  destruction  of 
stream  banks  from  this  cause  which  may  or  may  not  be  related  to 
grazing  should  be  recognized. 


25-21 


Page  III -15 >  2nd  Paragraph:  We  do  not  agree  with  this  statement, 
to  our  previous  comments  on  Page  II I -10. 


Refer 


25-22 


Page  III -26 ,  Last  Paragraph:  Concentrating  livestock  in  a  smaller  area 
for  the  purpose  of  utilizing  plants  not  otherwise  used  creates  a 
higher  degree  of  competitiveness  between  livestock  and  wildlife. 
In  many  cases,  forage  that  is  left  following  livestock  grazing  is 
what  is  set  aside  for  and  utilized  by  game  animals.  The  concen- 
trating of  livestock  use  could  effectively  eliminate  important 


ipiatts,  William  S.  and  Charles  Roundtree,  Bear  Valley  Creek.  Idaho 
Aquatic  Environment  and  Fisheries  Study.  Unpublished  Report,  Inter- 
mountain  Forest  Service,  U.S.D.A.  1972.  53  pp. 
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(cont. ) 
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uses  such  as  calving  areas,  nesting  sites,  and  wintering  areas. 
A  heavier  utilization  on  forage  plants  could  also  result  in 
_    reductions  in  the  water  quality  of  streams  in  the  area. 

Page  III -30,  Wildlife  Impacts  from  Livestock  Management  Actions:  There 

1  C     3     QPnoral     ^rVrf^rP^TrP     tha+'     «*arh     :v~TTpr>     ^^    1  mnv»r»wi  nn     4-1-iq     \7anaf  a-t-i  \<o 

resource  will  provide  more  food  and  cover  for  wildlife.  With  a  44 
percent  increase  in  the  amount  of  livestock  use  to  be  added  by  the 
year  2010  it  will  be  expected  that  most  of  this  additional  forage 
will  be  consumed  by  livestock.  Overall  this  entire  statement 
infers  that  we  must  have  livestock  to  benefit  wildlife;  it  is  quite 
negative  to  the  concept  that  non-use  by  livestock  can  actually  be 
_    beneficial  to  wildlife. 

Page  111-39,  3rd  Paragraph:  A  general  statement  that  each  management 
action  will  provide  improved  vegetative  resources  and  more  food 
and  cover  for  wildlife  is  not  necessarily  true.  This  statement  if 
interpreted  literally  could  infer  that  spraying,  reseeding  to 
monocultures  and  similar  practices  are  wildlife  improvement  projects, 
which  they  are  not.  Projects  of  this  nature  that  are  initially 
proposed  by  wildlife  agencies  are  virtually  non-existent. 

1st  Paragraph:  Note  our  comments  on  Page  III -39 ,  3rd  Para- 
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Page  111-57, 
graph. 

Page  1 11-63,  1st  Paragraph:  If  large  stands  of  sagebrush,  pinyon-juniper. 
etc.,  are  considered  monotonous  and  unscenic  then  similar  consider- 
ation should  be  given  to  large  blocks  of  crested  wheatgrass  created 
by  vegetative  manipulation. 

Page  VIiI-1,  Alternatives  to  the  Present  Program:  The  four  alternatives 
described  actually  relate  to  relatively  drastic  actions.  Three  of 
the  four  alternatives  call  for  an  accelerated  livestock  grazing 
program,  the  other  the  complete  elimination  of  livestock  grazing. 
From  the  wildlife  standpoint,  alternatives  A,  C,  and  D  would  not  be 
acceptable  and  alternative  B  is  probably  unrealistic  because  it 


would  require  the  repeal  of  Federal  Acts  and  other  legislation, 
is  our  opinion  that  other  alternatives  should  have  been  expressed 
which  would  allow  for  the  dominant  consideration  of  uses  of  the 
resource  other  than  livestock  grazing. 

Sincerely, 

IDAHO  FISH  AND  GAME  DEPARTMENT 
Joseph  C.  Green! ey,  Director 


It 


Robert  L.   Salter 
Assistant  Director 
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25-1     The  program  is  relatively  new  and  long  term  effects  will  not  be 
known  for  some  time.  However,  short  term  effects  have  been 
analyzed  and  additional  information  on  this  is  presented  in  the 
text  on  pages  1-10  and  1—11.  Not  all  AMP's  were  selected  on  "easy 
decision  lands."  It  is  estimated  Bureauwide  that  approximately 
20  percent  (or  about  200)  of  the  current  AMP's  were  implemented 
because  of  serious  resource  problems.  This  figure  would  vary  from 
state  to  state  depending  on  the  criteria  used  in  each  state  for 
implementing  AMP's.  Three  prime  examples  of  AMP's  established  in 
Idaho  because  of  resource  problems  are  the  Boise  Front,  Morgan 
Creek  and  Pleasant  View  AMP's.  In  the  initial  Bureau  efforts  to 
imolement  the  AMP  program,  willing  and  cooperative  ranchers  were 
chosen  in  order  to  use  these  allotments  as  demonstration  areas  as 
an  aid  in  convincing  other  ranchers  to  accept  the  new  program. 

25-2    Text  revised.  See  page  1-2  of  the  EIS. 

25-3    The  statement  is  taken  from  published  literature.  See  also  item 
8  on  page  IX-11  of  the  EIS. 

25-4    Part  III  of  the  EIS  discusses  impacts  of  supportive  measures  on 
wildlife. 

25-5    Text  revised.  See  pages  1 1 1-26  and  III -28  of  the  EIS. 

25-6    Text  revised.  See  pages  1-7  and  1-10  of  the  EIS. 

25-7    See  item  4,  page  IX-7  of  the  EIS. 

25-8    The  establishment  of  AMP's  will  provide  for  continued  livestock 
grazing  on  national  resource  lands  without  detriment  to  the 
environment.  Properly  applied  improved  management  resulting  from 
AMP's  will  aid  vegetative  recovery  of  deoleted  ranaes.  Improved 
productivity  should  result  from  this  action  and  yield  improved 
habitat  for  both  wildlife  and  livestock.  The  predicted  increase 
in  animal  unit  months  provided  in  Table  1-8  is  based  on  the  above 
premise.  Additional  field  investigations  and  plannina  may  further 
identify  areas  suitable  for  exclusive  wildlife  production.  Planning 
evaluations  are  a  continuing  process  and  future  livestock  and  wild- 
life projections  will  reflect  decisions  resulting  from  these  studies 
and  public  review. 

25-9    Text  revised.  See  page  11-49  of  the  EIS. 

The  description  of  the  desert  biome  on  pages  H-3  and  1 1-4  pro- 
vides a  brief  definitive  description  for  orientation  of  the  reader. 
Generally  the  introduction  on  each  biome  establishes  the  relative 
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25-9     importance  of  livestock  qrazina  within  these  principal  veaetative 
(cont.)  zones.  Wildlife  is  described  under  appropriate  subheadings  for 
the  separate  biomes. 

25-10   The  statement  in  the  EIS  referred  to  by  respondent  is  abstracted 
from  the  literature  cited  and  is  a  true  statement.  The  statement 
by  respondent  is  likewise  true.  Some  plant  snecies  survive  on 
overgrazed  ranges  because  they  are  unpalatable  and  some  because 
they  are  inaccessible. 

25-11    Text  revised.  See  page  1 1-8  of  the  EIS. 

25-12    Text  revised.  See  page  11-27  of  the  EIS. 

25-13    Correct,  however,  it  is  beyond  the  scope  of  this  statement  to 

describe  the  role  of  every   plant  and  animal  snecies  of  the  various 
cycles. 

25-14    Vegetative  cover  and  consequently  fuels  to  carry  wildfire  or 

controlled  fire  should  increase  with  proper  grazing  management. 
Fuels  are  not  adequate  to  carry  fire  in  many  denuded  areas  where 
livestock  are  not  properly  managed. 

See  page  11-49  of  the  EIS. 

See  page  11-50  of  the  EIS. 

See  page  11-55  of  the  EIS. 

25-18    The  bitterbrush-sagebrush-mixed  shrub  communities  occur  in 

transition  areas  between  the  cold  desert  and  the  woodland-bushland 
biomes. 

25-19   There  are  treatment  areas  which  are  in  excess  of  25  years  old  and 
are  still  healthy,  productive  areas,  so  it  appears  that  the  long 
term  effects  referred  to  do  not  express  themselves  in  this  time 
frame.  In  most  areas  sagebrush  remains  as  part  of  the  vegetative 
complex  even  though  at  a  much  reduced  density. 

25-20   The  reference  literature  cited  is  removed  and  the  statement 

revised.  See  page  III -7  of  the  EIS.  Statement  by  the  respondent 
concerning  streamside  vegetation  is  certainly  valid.  The  EIS 
provides  for  several  management  actions  and  supportive  measures 
that  can  be  used  to  protect  streamside  vegetation. 
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Text 
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25-20    Several  statements  are  made  throughout  the  document  alludinn  to 
(cont.)   damages  occurring  by  livestock  concentrated  near  and  having  access 
to  bodies  of  water. 

25-21    The  statement  that  impacts  on  the  aguatic  environment  are  minimized 
by  certain  management  actions  listed  is  true.  They  are  certainly 
minimized  compared  to  yearlong  access  and  yearly  seasonal  access 
year-after-year. 

25-22    In  the  long  run,  properly  designed  qrazing  systems  will  result  in 
increased  vegetative  production  for  forage  and  cover  for  both 
livestock  and  wildlife.  Where  important  wildlife  habitat,  such  as 
calving  areas,  nesting  sites,  booming  grounds,  or  wintering  areas 
are  included  within  the  allotment,  livestock  grazing  management 
actions  would  take  into  consideration  these  important  multiple  use 
values.  No  management  action  would  be  deliberately  implemented 
which  would  jeopardize  these  or  other  values.  Livestock  use  can 
be  rotated  out  of  these  areas  during  the  period  of  time  or  season 
the  areas  are  necessary  for  wildlife  use.  When  livestock  grazing 
use  is  permitted  in  such  areas,  it  would  not  be  so  intense  as  to 
jeopardize  wildlife  food  and  cover. 

25-23    Nonuse  by  livestock  is  recognized  as  an  alternative  that  can  be 
beneficial  to  wildlife.  Management  framework  plans  are  expected 
to  reveal  areas  required  for  exclusive  wildlife  habitat.  Imple- 
mentation of  proper  livestock  management  on  areas  suitable  for 
grazing  should  provide  substantial  vegetative  recovery.  A  reduc- 
tion in  the  adverse  impact  of  improper  livestock  grazing  practices 
should  occur.  Improved  food  and  cover  for  wildlife  may  be  expected 
to  result  from  the  proposed  action.  Also  see  item  11,  paae  IX-12 
of  the  EIS. 

25-24    Text  revised.  See  page  III -29  of  the  EIS. 

25-25    Text  revised.  See  page  III -45  of  the  EIS. 

25-26    See  item  10,  page  IX-12  of  the  EIS  for  discussion  on  alternatives. 
Since  the  environmental  impact  statement  is  on  the  subject  of  live- 
stock grazing  management  it  is  only  logical  that  alternatives 
should  address  this  subject. 
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ENVIRONMENTAL    IMPACT    REVIEW    PROCEDURES 

1.  A   response    is   required    to   all    notices    requesting   environmental    review 

2.  OMB   A-95    (Revised)    provides    for    a    30-day   extension   of    time,    if 
necessary.      If   you   cannot  respond  by   the   above   return   date,    please 
call    the    State    Clearinghouse    to   arrange    for   an   extension. 

ENVIRONMENTAL    IMPACT    REVIEW 
DRAFT    STATEMENT 

(       )       This   project   does    not   have    significant   environmental    impact. 

(       )       The   environmental    impact    is   adequately   described. 

(  )  We  suggest  that  the  following  points  be  considered  in  the  prepara- 
tion of  a  Final  Environmental  Impact  Statement  regarding  this  pro- 
ject. 

(       )       No   comment. 


REMARKS 

The  environmental    impact    is  discussed  but   in  extremely  broad  general 
terms.     As  a   result,    it   is  not  clear  what  negative  or  positive    impacts 
implementation  of   the  several    actions  and  activities   in  the  program 
will    have  on  aquatic  environment  and   fish   resources   found    in  Oregon. 
We  will   apparently  have  to  rely  on  specific  activity  proposals  before 
developing   a   policy  on   the    impact  of   the  activity.      Hopefully,    the 
Bureau  of    Land  Management  will    keep  all    interested  and  concerned 
state  natural    resource  agencies  advised  of   plan    implementation   details. 
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ENVIRONMENTAL    IMPACT    REVIEW    PROCEDURES 

1.  A   response    is   required    to   all    notices    requesting   environmental    review 

2.  OMB   A-95    (Revised)    provides    for    a    30-day   extension   of    time,    if 
necessary.       If   you   cannot   respond   by   the    above    return   date,    please 
call    the    State    Clearinghouse    to   arrange    for   an   extension. 

ENVIRONMENTAL    IMPACT    REVIEW 
DRAFT    STATEMENT 

(       )       This   project   does    not   have    significant   ervironmental    impact. 

(       )       The   env  i.ronmental    impact    is    adequately   described. 

(  X)  We  suggest  that  the  following  points  be  considered  in  the  prepara- 
tion of  a  Final  Environmental  Impact  Statement  regarding  this  pro- 
ject. 


)       No    comment. 


REMARKS 


The  analysis  of  Alternative  A  -  Custodian  Management  on 
Pages  VIII-2  through  VIII-8  appears  to  be  an  assessment 
made  through  the  eyes  of  BLM.  Many  ranchers  could  take 
exception  to   the  described  Impacts. 
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ENVIRONMENTAL    IMPACT    REVIEW    PROCEDURES 

1.  A   response    is   required    to   all    notices    requesting   environmental    review 

2.  OMB   A-95     (Revised)    provides    for    a    30-day   extension   of    time,    if 
necessary.      If  you   cannot  respond   by   the   above   return  date,    please 
call    the    State    Clearinghouse    to   arrange    for   an   extension. 

ENVIRONMENTAL    IMPACT    REVIEW 
DRAFT    STATEMENT 

(      )      This  project   does   not  have    significant  environmental    impact. 
(       )    /The    environmental    impact    is   adequately  described. 


(  j/)  We  suggest  that  the  following  points  be  considered  in  the  prepara- 
tion of  a  Final  Environmental  Impact  Statement  regarding  this  pro- 
ject. 

)       No   comment. 


REMARKS 

Some  statements   in  this  Draft  Environmental   Impact   Statement  are  questionable 
or   tend   to   over  emphasize  problems   associated  with  grazing  on  National  Resource 
Lands.      However,    on   the  whole,    the  statement   is  acceptable. 

Of   the  four  management  alternatives  presented,    only  D,   Accelerated   Grazing 
Management,  would  be  a  viable  alternative   to  anyone  familiar  with   the  realities 
of  Public  Lands  Management.      This   alternative  depends  upon   increased   funding  for 
BLM  and   greater   commitments   of  both  public  and  private  resources.      This  may   or 
may  not  be  realistic. 

To   the  greatest  extent  possible,   we  recommend   that   the  Allotment  Management 
Plans  be  prepared  on  a  Coordinated  Resource  Plan  basis.      This   planning  process   allows 
a  maximum  input  by  other  Public  Land  Management  Agencies,    State  Game  Agencies,  other 
interested  agencies  and  groups  as  well  as   the  affected   private   land  owners   and  permittees, 
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State  of  Oregon 


Key  No.  29 


DEPARTMENT  OF  HIGHER  EDUCATION 


"The  document  over  generalizes  and  oversimplifies  to  the 
extent  that  it  implies  rest-rotation  grazing  will  always 
result  in  improvement  of  vegetation.   Throughout  Section 
III  the  authors  are  comparing  advantages  of  their  sytem 
as  compared  to  unmanaged  livestock  or  improper  use  of 
a  different  system.   While  there  are  some  good  sections 
in  the  report  by  and  large  I  consider  it  inadequate." 


29-1 


-  William  C.  Krueger 

Rangeland  Resources  Program 


State  of  Oregon 
Department  of  Higher  Education 

Key  No.  29 
Key  No. 

29-1     The  document  attempts  to  explain  that  a  variety  of  livestock 
management  actions,  singly  or  in  combination,  can  be  taken  as 
needed  by  resource  requirements  to  provide  multiple  use 
benefits.  Rest-rotation  grazing  is  merely  one  of  several  kinds 
of  management  actions  which  can  be  implemented.  Others  are 
also  listed  on  page  1-2.  The  authors  of  the  EIS  tried  to  compare 
the  advantages  of  managed  livestock  grazing  with  unmanaged 
grazing,  not  with  the  advantages  of  "their  system"  with  "improper 
use  of  a  different  system." 
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GOVERNOR 
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Director 


DEPARTMENT  OF 
ENVIRONMENTAL  QUALITY 


1234  S.W.  MORRISON  STREET  •  PORTLAND,  ORE.  97205  •  Telephone  (503)  229-6297 

May   13,    1974 


Director 

Bureau  of  Land  Management 
Department  of  the  Interior 
Washington,    D.    C.        20240 

Dear  Sir: 

Staff  of  the  Oregon  Department  of  Environmental  Quality  have 
reviewed  your  draft  environmental  Impact  Statement  for  Livestock 
Grazing  Management  on  National  Resource  Lands. 

This  is  a  much  needed  program  for  better  regulation  of 
grazing  and  range  management  on  BLM  lands.  However,  because  the 
discussion  is  general  in  nature ,  specific  programs  with  potential 
high  environmental  impact  —  like  brush  eradication  by  chemical 
means  —  should  be  reviewed  by  state  and  local  agencies  on  an 
individual  basis  as  they  are  proposed. 

Thank  you  for  the  opportunity  to  comment. 

Sincerely  yours, 

KESSLER  R.  CANNON 
Director 


Robert  L.  Gay,  Ph.D. 
Special  Assistant  for 
Research  and  Analysis 


RLG:mg 


cc:   Mr.  E.J.  Petersen,  Acting  State  Director 
Bureau  of  Land  Management 
Oregon  State  Office 

cc:  Mr.  Glen  Carter,  DEQ 
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OFFICE  OF  THE  GOVERNOR 

STATE   CAPITOL 
SALEM   973IO 


June    27,    1974 


TOM    McCALL 

GOVERNOR 


Director 

Bureau  of  Land  Management 
Department  of  the  Interior 
Washington,  D.C.   20240 

Dear  Sir: 

Subject:   Livestock  Grazing  Management  on 
National  Resource  Lands 
PNRS  #7405  4  620 

We  have  distributed  copies  of  your  draft  Environ- 
mental Impact  Statement  to  the  appropriate  state  agencies 
for  their  review  and  comments  in  conformance  with  the 
guidelines  of  the  Council  of  Environmental  Quality  and 
Office  of  Management  and  Budget  Circular  A-95.   In  addition, 
a  notification  of  its  availability  has  been  published  and 
distributed  to  all  state  agencies  and  all  Councils  of 
Governments  inviting  their  inquiry. 

The  attached  responses  suggest  points  to  be 
considered  and  included  in  your  final  statement. 

We  invite  you  to  communicate  further  with  the 
interested  agencies  if  you  require  clarification  or 
assistance,   Please  forward  copies  of  correspondence  to 
the  Clearinghouse  using  the  file  number  we  have  assigned 
as  reference. 

We  will  expect  to  receive  six  (6)  copies  of 
the  final  statement  for  review  and  comment  as  required 
by  CEQ  guidelines. 


Sincerely, 


Harold  F.  Brauner 
Assistant  to  the  Governor 
Natural  Resources 
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Project  # 
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ENVIRONMENTAL  IMPACT  REVIEW  PROCEDURES 


1.  A  response  is  required  to  all  notices  requesting  environmental  review, 

2.  OMB  A-95  (Revised)  provides  for  a  30-day  extension  of  time,  if 
necessary .   If  you  cannot  respond  by  the  above  return  date,  please 
call  the  State  Clearinghouse  to  arrange  for  an  extension. 

ENVIRONMENTAL  IMPACT  REVIEW 
DRAFT  STATEMENT 

(   )   This  project  does  not  have  significant  environmental  impact. 

(   )   The  environmental  impact  is  adequately  described. 

(  x )  We  suggest  that  the  following  points  be  considered  in  the  prepara- 
tion of  a  Final  Environmental  Impact  Statement  regarding  this  pro- 
ject. 

(   )   No  comment. 


REMARKS 


See  attachment 
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ENVIRONMENTAL  IMPACT  REVIEW  PROCEDURES 

1.  A  response  is  required  to  all  notices  requesting  environmental  review. 

2.  OMB  A-95  (Revised)  provides  for  a  30-day  extension  of  time,  if 
necessary.   If  you  cannot  respond  by  the  above  return  date,  please 
call  the  State  Clearinghouse  to  arrange  for  an  extension. 

ENVIRONMENTAL  IMPACT  REVIEW 
DRAFT  STATEMENT 

(   )   This  project  does  not  have  significant  environmental  impact. 

(   )   The  environmental  impact  is  adequately  described. 

( K )  We  suggest  that  the  following  points  be  considered  in  the  prepara- 
tion of  a  Final  Environmental  Impact  Statement  regarding  this  pro- 
ject.  //et  aJkcUi  UHtw  ) 

^       )       No   comment. 
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Key  No.  31 


OREGON  WILDLIFE  COMMISSION 
Staff  Comments  On 
Draft  Environmental  Impact  Statement 
LIVESTOCK  GRAZING  MANAGEMENT 
on 
NATIONAL  FOREST  LANDS 


Due  to  the  complexity  of  the  livestock  grazing  situation  on 
federal  lands,  the  comments  herein  are  cursory  only.   The  Environ- 
mental Statement  has  been  circulated  to  the  Wildlife  Commission 
regional  offices  in  Bend,  Burns  and  LaGrande  for  review.   If  such 
review  indicates  further  comment  is  necessary,  an  addendum  will 
oe  submitted  in  the  near  future. 

The  Statement  is  of  such  broad  natur°  it  is  difficult  to  de- 
termine what  practices  apply  to  the  various  biom.es.   Certainly, 
much  different  activities  would  be  applicable  to  the  desert  biome 
tnan  to  the  coniferous  biome;  also  between  the  grasslands  and  wood- 
land-brush lands  .   Because  of  this  broadside  approach,  few  comments 
or  recommendations  concerning  proposed  range  activities  can  be  formu- 
lated.  Therefore,  comments  will  primarily  be  limited  to  those  dealing 
with  fish  and  wildlife  matters. 

Page  1-12 

The    criteria    for   developing   and   implementing  AMP's    focus    only 
on   establishing   a   grazing   system   to   improve   wildlife   habitat 
tli at   is    deteriorating.      Allowances    are   made    for   improving 


31-1 


-    2    - 


watersheds ,    increasing    livestock    forage    production   and   improv- 
ing   fish   habitat.       Similar   allowances    should  be   made    for 
habitat   manipulation   in  some   areas   primarily    for  wildlife 
benefits,    even   if   the    range    is    not   deteriorating. 


Page__II  -11 3 

Black-tailed  deer   should  be    added   to   species    found  in    the 
coniferous    forest  biome. 


31-2 


Page_  IlrJ-JLi 

The  pine  marten  should  be  excluded  from  the  "possibly  endangered' 
list.   At  present,  the  marten  population  i3  viable  and  should 
remain  so  if  proper  logging  practices  are  implemented. 


31-3 


Page   I II- 20 

The   statement    is    made    that    chemical    treatment   of   vegetation 
may    result   in   introduction   of   chlorinated  hydrocarbons    into 
the    atmosphere.       During   the   past   four    fiscal  years,    the   Bureau 
of   Land  Management   has   proposed  spraying   over   145,000    acres    of 
ran  gel  and   in   Oregon    alone.      tJone   of   the    proposed    chemicals   were 
chlorinated  hydrocarbons.       Insecticides    rather   than   herbicides 
normally    appear   in   the    chlorinated  hydrocarbon    category.      How- 
ever,   most   range    projects    are    for   grasshopper   or   similar   insect 
control   with   malathion   the   selected   chemical.       Malathion   is 
an    organic  phosphate    insecticide,    not    a   chlorinated  hydrocarbon. 
The   section   on   chemical   brush    control   is    misleading. 


31-4 
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Page    111-29 

Contrary    to   the   Statement,    predator   control,    or   lack   thereof, 
could  have    drastic    affects    on   vegetation.       If  predators    are 
overly    controlled,    rabbits,    ground   squirrels,    rodents    and   other 
small   mammals    could   increase    to   the   point   of   being   detrimental 
to   forage   plants.      Converesely,    no   control    could   result  in 
losses    of    livestock,    game    animals    and   other  herbivores,    there- 
by  affecting   forage    utilization. 


31-5 


Page   III-30 

Each   of   the   proposed    livestock   management    actions   will   not 
necessarily   provide   more    food  and  cover    for   all  wildlife.      The 
entire   Statement   emphasizes    game    animals   such   as    antelope   and 
mule   deer.      Considerations    for  wildlife    should  go   far  beyond 
game   species.      Chainings ,    chemical   controls    and  other   tech- 
Jl-6     niques    that   manipulate    vegetation   on   a    large    scale  will   have 
tremendous    impacts    on    cover    for   sage    grouse,    rabbits,    and   a 
variety   of  other  small   birds    and  mammals.      In   addition,    these 
techniques    often   change    range    composition    from   a   variety    of 
plant   species    to   a   monoculture,    thereby   eliminating   many    plants 
on  which   birds    and  mammals    feed. 


P  age_  _II  Ij_3  3JL..i^ 

The  potential  impact  of  wild  horses  and  burros  is  hidden  in 
31-7  the  Statement  that  removal  of  livestock  "...will  allow  natural 
regeneration  of  wildlife  habitat  subject  only  to  the  grazing 
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31-7 
(cont.) 


impact  of  wildlife  and  wild  horses  and  burros".   Since  enact- 
ment of  the  Wild  Horse  and  Burro  Protection  Act,  these  species 
have  been  increasing  at  a  rate  of  about  20  percent  annually 
Any  benefits  to  be  gained  for  either  livestock  or  wildlife 
through  progressive  rangeland  practices  will  be  completely 
negated  in  some  areas  through  excessive  use  by  horses  or  burros 
This  problem  is  not  mentioned  in  the  Impact  Statement  nor  is 
it  revealed  how  wild  horse  and  burro  use  will  be  adjusted 
through  application  of  an  Allotment  Management  Plan. 


La£s, 


31-8 


IV-9;    Ho.     7 

The   policy    that   predator   control   programs   will   not  be    con- 
ducted  in   areas    inhabited  by    threatened   species,    unless    no 
danger   exists    to   such    species,    is    too    restrictive.       In   some 
cases,    a   limited   amount   of  hazardous    chemical   may   be  needed 
to   prevent   severe    depletion   or   eradication    of   an   endangered 
species    population.       A  more    logical    and    flexible   policy   would 
De    to   control    methods    or   time    of   use    rather   than    completely 
eliminating   a  specific   chemical. 


Gene r al_ Commen  ts 

31-9    J  Off-road   vehicles    are    touched   on   in   several   places    in    the   State- 
ment,   but  no   mention   is    made    as    to   effects    of    such    vehicular   activity 
on    livestock    and  wildlife    use    of   rangeland.       Chapter   II,    Title    43 
of    the   Code    of   Federal    Regulations    has   been   amended   to   establish 
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31-9 
(cont. ) 


31-10 


31-11 


rules    for   control    of   off- road   vehicles    on    lands    administered  by    the 
Bureau   of   Land  Management.       In   some    areas    of   the  western   United 
States,    off-road  vehicles   have    caused  problems   by   harassing  game 
animals,    especially   on  winter  concentration   areas.      Also,    off-road 
vehicular   activity   has    resulted  in  erosion   trails  which  place   silt 
in   fish-bearing  streams.      Mention  snould  be  made   in   the  statement 
of  how   vehicles   will  be   controlled  When   conflicts   with   other   resource 
uses    arise. 

As    mentioned  previously,    many    thousands    of    acres    are    chemically 
treated  annually  on  BLM   rangelands.      Some   mention   is    made   of   the 
type   of   chemicals    used,    but   little    comment   is    included  on  methods    and 
conditions    of   application.      What  will  be   the    application  parameters 
in   regards    to  wind  speed,    humidity,    temperature    and  other   factors. 

Road  construction   and  maintenance   in  Oregon,    be   they   on   forest 
land,    rangeland  or   agricultural   land,    are   the    greatest   contributors 
to  water  quality   problems    and  destruction   of   fish   habitat.      Time 
of   construction,    method  of   construction,    drainage,    culvert  size    and 
placement,    distance    from  streams,    gradient;    all   are    critical   and  de- 
serve  some   mention  in  the  Statement 


J/\h:pj 
6/20/74 


Oregon  Wildlife  Commission 

Key  No.  31 

Key  No. 

31-1  Text  revised.  See  page  1-10  of  the  EIS. 

31-2  Text  revised.  See  page  11-83  of  the  EIS. 

31-3  Text  revised.  See  page  11-84  of  the  EIS. 

31-4  Text  revised.  See  page  III —1 5  of  the  EIS. 

31-5  Text  revised.  See  page  1 11-21   of  the  EIS. 

31-6  An  attempt  has  been  made  throughout  the  text  to  identify  signifi- 

cant impacts  on  all  wildlife  which  may  occur  as  a  result  of  the 
program  action.     Commonly  the  most  evident  conflict  occurs  with 
wildlife  which  coincidentally  are  game  animals.     An  inference  may 
be  drawn  that  nongame  wildlife  were  not  considered.     The  inference 
is  not  intended.     See  also  item  11,  page  IX- 1 2  of  the  EIS. 

31-7  BLM  recognizes  the  rate  of  increase  of  wild  horses  and  burros  on 

national   resource  land.     However,  as  Table  1-8  indicates  based  on 
present  policy  and  available  data,   it  is  not  the  intent  of  the 
Bureau  to  increase  wild  horse  and  burro  populations  above  the 
estimated  numbers  that  existed  at  the  time  PL  92-195  was  enacted 
in  1971.     As  data  on  wild  horses  and  burros  are  refined  and  manage- 
ment plans  are  adopted,  the  problem  of  increased  numbers  of  wild 
horses  and  burros  will    be  confronted. 

31-8  Control   of  animals  or  insects  would  not  be  prohibited  in  areas 

inhabited  by  endangered  species   unless  the  control  were  of  danger 
to  the  species. 

31-9  No  change  proposed. 

The  comment  would  be  applicable  to  an  environmental    impact  state- 
ment on  off road  vehicles. 

31-10         The  items  mentioned  would  be  set  for  each  project  and  the  environ- 
mental   impacts  would  be  assessed  in  the  individual   project  environ- 
mental  analysis   record  or  impact  statement. 

31-11         The  adverse  impacts  of  road  construction  are  identified  on  page 
V-l   of  the  EIS. 
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DAVID     W.      KINO 
STATE      PLANNING      OFFICER 


■  •JNS  SECTION 


STATE  PLANNING  OFFICE 

NT  EXECUTIVE    —     LEGISLATIVE     BUILDING 


SANTA  FE 

BRUCE     KING 
GOVERNOR 


LEO     GRIEGO 
DEPUTY     STATE     PLANNING     OFFICER 


July  1,  1974 


Mr.  Curk  Berklund,  Director 
United  States  Department  of  Interior 
Bureau  of  Land  Management 
Washington,  D.  C.   20240 

Dear  Mr.  Berklund: 

I  wish  to  thank  you  for  the  opportunity  to  comment  on  your  draft 
environmental  impact  statement  entitled,  "Livestock  Grazing 
Management  on  Natural  Resource  Lands."  The  publication  is  well 
written  and  organized  with  all  impacts  of  livestock  grazing  on 
natural  resource  lands  excellently  covered. 

As  was  mentioned  in  the  environmental  impact  statement,  livestock 
grazing  in  the  western  states  is  still  a  major  industry  and  a 
primary  source  of  income  for  many  people.  Therefore,  the  complete 
elimination  of  livestock  grazing  on  natural  resource  lands  or  a 
substantial  reduction  of  numbers  of  livestock  allowed  to  graze  on 
natural  resource  lands  would  create  a  severe  impact  on  the  economy 
of  the  western  states. 

The  New  Mexico  State  Planning  Office  finds  Alternative  "D"  of 
Part  VIII  -  Alternatives  to  the  Present  Program,  the  most  favorable 
to  all  groups  concerned  and  more  in  line  with  the  multiple  use 
concept  of  natural  resource  utilization. 

Whatever  the  final  decision  by  the  Bureau  of  Land  Management, 
regarding  the  grazing  of  livestock  on  natural  resource  lands  is,  I 
am  confident  that  the  livestock  industry  in  the  western  states  will 
have  been  given  adequate  consideration. 

I  would  appreciate  receiving  a  copy  of  your  final  environmental  impact 
statement  when  it  becomes  available. 


DWK:dg 


Sincerely, 

David  W.  King 
*  'State  Planning  Officer 


Key  No.   33 


THE  STATE 


OF  WYOMING 


TELEPHONE   307-777-7321 


Q)tfM€mian&  &^jw/men/  €^  iS&aitiMt/utw 


2219  CAREY  AVENUE 


CHEYENNE,  WYOMING    82002 


STANLEY   K. 
JACK    HERTZ 


HATHAWAY,   GOVERNOR 
LER,   COMMISSIONER 


June  14,  1974 


Director  (330) , 
Bureau  of  Land  Management, 
Department  of  the  Interior, 
Washington,  D.  C.  20240 


BOARD  MEMBERS 

DORAN  A.  LUMMIS,  CHEYENNE 
ERNEST  THOMPSON,  UPTON 
JOHN  ABRAHAM,  BYRON 
RUSSELL  MYERS,  EVANSTON 
LAWRENCE  J.  GERAUD,  RIVERTON 

EX  OFFICIO  MEMBERS 

STANLEY  K.  HATHAWAY,  GOVERNOR 

DR.  NEAL    W.  HILSTON,  DEAN 
COLLEGE   OF   AGRICULTURE 
UNIVERSITY   OF  WYOMING,   LARAMIE 


Dear  Sir: 

Attached  find  our  comments  on  the  draft 
Environmental  Impact  Statement  for  Livestock  Grazing 
Management  on  National  Resource  Lands  as  per  the  request 
of  Daniel  P.  Baker,  State  Director,  Bureau  of  Land  Manage- 
ment. 


Sincerely, 


Kenneth  R.  Sturman,  Director, 
Division  of  Agricultural 
Planning  and  Development 


KRS/vm 

cc:       Jack   Hertzler, 

Commissioner   of  Agriculture 


"AGRICULTURE-the  backbone  of  Wyoming" 


Key  No.   33 


51  ATfc 


OF  WYOMING 


TELEPHONE   307-777-7321 


2219  CAREY  AVENUE 


CHEYENNE,  WYOMING    82002 


-TANLEY    K     HATHAWAY,   GOVERNOR 
JACK    HERTZLER.   COMMISSIONER 


June  12,  1974 


Director  (330) , 
Bureau  of  Land  Management, 
Department  of  the  Interior, 
Washington,  D.  C.  20240 


BOARD  MEMBERS 

DORAN  A.  LUMMIS,  CHEYENNE 
ERNEST  THOMPSON,  UPTON 
JOHN  ABRAHAM,  BYRON 
RUSSELL  MYERS    EVANSTON 
LAWRENCE  J.  GERAUD,  RIVSHTON 

EX  OFFICIO  MEMBERS 

STANLEY  K    HATHAWAY,  GOVERNOR 

OR.  NEAL    W    HILSTON,  OEAN 
COLLEGE   OF   AGRICULTURE 
UNIVERSITY   OF  WYOMING,   LARAMIE 


Dear  Sir: 

On  behalf  of  the  State  of  Wyoming,  the  following 
comments  concerning  the  "Draft  Environmental  Impact  State- 
ment" on  Livestock  Grazing  Management  on  National  Resource 
Lands  are: 

PART  I:   DESCRIPTION  OF  THE  PROGRAM 


33-1 


33-2 


33-3 


Page  1-3,  Paragraph  2: 

Comment:   The  last  two  sentences  are  much  too  biased  against 
livestock  grazing  as  it  concerns  critical  wildlife 
habitat.   It  should  also  be  evaluated  on  othe: 
causes  of  degradation  of  the  range. 

Page  1-4,  Paragraph  4: 

Comment:   Timber  harvest  should  be  a  part  of  the  management- 
goal. 

Page  1-5,  Table  1-1; 

Comment:   Table  1-1,  Water  spreading  should  be  included  c.s 
a  supportive  measure  for  the  AMP  program. 

2.'.' 'l^..  -~6»  Paragraph  1; 

Comments:    Current    figures    should  be   used   since   there   has    been 
some    cutback.       1971    figures    show   21,811    permits    a  \d 

'  AGRICULTURE-the  backbone  of  Wyoming" 


2. 


33-3 

(cont. ) 


12,112,774  AUMS .   Total  cattle  and  horses  of  3,3 
million,  and  5.1  million  sheep  and  goats „ 

Current  figures  for  Wyoming  should  be  used,,  since 
it  appears  that  there  has  been  already  a  decrease 
in  cattle  and  horse  numbers. 


33-4 


33-5 


33-6 


Page  1-19,  Paragraph  1:   History  and  Background. 

Comments:  The  first  paragraph  should  be  clarified*   We 
no  longer  can  live  in  the  past. 

Page  I-24f  Paragraph  1,  3rd  Sentence; 

Comment:   "All  of  the  nine  recommendations  contemplated  con- 
tinued use  of  the  federal  lands  for  livestock  graz- 
ing, but  so  far,  no  legislation  has  been  passed 
to  implement  the  livestock  grazing  recommendations,1 
Has  any  legislation  been  introduced  to  attempt  t.o 
implement  any  of  the  PLLRC  recommendations? 

Page  1-26,  Paragraph  2: 

Comment:   The  MFP  is  too  long  a  process  and  a  more  positive 
action  needs  to  be  taken  on  the  various  uses  on 
the  National  Resources  Lands, 

PART  II:  DESCRIPTION  OF  THE  ENVIRONMENT 


33-7 


33-8 


Page  11-25,  Paragraph  1,  2nd  Sentence; 

Comment:   "Surface  Mining  is  causing  considerable  ground 

disturbance  in  several  locations. "      This  statement 
appears  to  be  misleading  and  should  be  clarified. 
Reclamation  of  these  areas  is  an  on-going  procedure 
and  should  be  noted,  however,  the  word  "consider- 
able" is  doubtful,  since  in  some  areas  this  disturbance 
amounts  to  a  very  small  percentage  of  the  total  area. 

Page  11-34,  Paragraph  3: 

Comment:   This  statement  is  misleading  and  is  largely  false  - 
"Large  domestic  herbivores"  have  not  "largely  re- 
placed -  -  native  herbivores."   Competition  has  been 
compatible  and  some  competition,  but  not  a  replace- 
ment. 


Page  11-42,  Paragraph  2: 
(3_g         Comment:   The  poisonous  plants  should  be  listed 


I 


Page  11-44,  Paragraph  1: 


33-10 


Comment:   The  statement  "The  uncultivated  lands  are  exten- 
sively used  for  livestock  grazing  and  outdoor 
recreation"  is  not  quite  accurate,,   In  fact, 
the  uncultivated  lands  are  not  extensively  used 
for  outdoor  recreation.   Only  a  small  portion  of 
these  uncultivated  areas  are  ever  visited  by 
outdoor  recreationists „ 


33-11 


33-12 


33-13 


33-14 


33-15 


33-16 


33-17 


Page  11-58,  Paragraph  1; 

Comment:   Trona  or  Soda  Ash  should  be  mentioned  and  the 

largest  known  concentrations  are  found  in  Wyoming. 

Page  11-79,  Paragraph  1: 

Comment:   Mormons  are  also  found  in  Wyoming. 

Page  11-84,  Paragraph  4: 

Comment:   Wyoming's  oil,  gas,  and  trona  deposits  should  be 
mentioned,  as  well  as  oil  shale  deposits  „ 

Page  11-97,  Paragraph  3,  7th  Sentence; 

Comment:   Since  1944  the  Bureau  of  Mines  has  run  a  demon- 
stration mine  and  mill  to  study  oil  shale  produc- 
tion in  Rifle,  Colorado.   Colony  Development  is  now 
running  this  project  so  the  term  ""just  getting  under- 
way" is  misleading.   Also,  to  include  Wyoming  under 
the  term  "Potentially  land  uses  could  be  altered 
drastically"  is  misleading,  since  production  in 
Wyoming  will  probably  be  done  by  the  in  situ  process, 

Page  11-119,  Paragraph  1: 

Comment:   The  poisonous  plants  should  be  listed, 

PART  III:   ENVIRONMENTAL  IMPACTS  OF  THE  LIVESTOCK  GRAZING  MANAGE- 
MENT PROGRAM. 

Page  III-l,  Paragraph  5: 

Comments:   Water  spreading  should  be  added. 

Page  III-9,  Paragraph  2: 

Comment:   Wildlife  should  be  considered  jointly  along  with 

domestic  livestock  if  soil  compaction  is  to  be 
considered. 


33-18 


Page  111-10,  Paragraph  2 


Comment:   Wildlife,  wild  horses,  and  burros  have  the  same 
effect  as  domestic  livestock  on  water. 


33-19 


33-20 


Page  III-ll,  Paragraph  1: 

Comment:   The  first  sentence  should  have  supportive  and 
factual  data  to  support  the  implication. . 

Page  111-15,  Paragraph  2: 

Comments:   What  makes  anyone  think  that  wildlife  and  wild 
horses  do  not  have  the  same  effect  as  domestic 
livestock  on  water? 


The  first  sentence  is  much  too  broad  and  inconclusive, 
should  be  deleted. 


33-21 


Page  111-16,  Paragraph  4: 

Comments:   Air  pollution  -  dust  -  when  wildlife  and  wild 
horses  run  they  also  cause  dust. 


33-22 


Page  111-22,  Paragraph  2: 

Comment:   Wildlife  and  especially  wild  horses  cause  dust 

clouds  and  air  and  odor  pollution,  just  like  domestic 
livestock. 


Page  111-23,  Paragraph  1: 


33-23 


Comment:   Why  only  remove  livestock  from  these  critical  areas? 
Wild  horses  can  do  an  untold  amount,  of  damage  as 
can  wildlife. 


33-24 


Page  111-29,  Paragraph  4,  "Predator  Control  Pract ices  Have  No 
Influence  on  Vegetation,"1 

Comment:   This  statement  is  slanted  toward  '•/e.getation,  but 

not  toward  management  of  *regetation.   Close  r?.erding 
because  of  predator  depredations  certainly  h^.s  an 
impact  on  vegetation. 


33-25 


Page  111-33 , Pa -agraph  1; 

Comments:  Methods  other  than  cutting  bc.-;k  livestock  aunur^rs 
can  ai  .i  will  relieve  the  pressure  on  certain  wild- 
life habitat  if  proper  grazing  management  programs 


5. 


are  implemented  along  with  wildlife  control  practices 
Page  111-35,  Paragraph  1  and  2; 


33-26 


L 


Comment:   Livestock  removal  to  "protect  critical  wildlife 
values"  is  a  misleading  statement.  What  critical 
values  are  we  talking  about? 


33-27 


33-28 


33-29 


33-30 


Excellent  statement  as  proper  management  and  con- 
trol practices  will  accomplish  this  balance. 

Page  111-36,  Paragraph  1; 

Comment:   Who  has  done  the  greatest  amount  of  water  develop- 
ment on  the  NRL?   Certainly  not  the  wildlife  and 

—  wild  horse  people. 

Page  111-38,  Paragraph  3:   "Executive  Order  No.  11643  Prohibits 

The  Use  of  Chemical  Toxicants,  Which  Cause  Secondary 
Effects ,  In  Predator  Control  Programs  on  NRL." 

Comment:   This  statement  is  incorrect.  The  Executive  Order 
No.  11643  does  provide  for  the  use  of  chemical 
toxicants  in  the  event  that  an  emergency  exists. 
The  Executive  Order  11643  prohibits  all  toxicants 
unless  an  emergency  exists. 

Page  111-41,  Paragraph  2: 

Comment:   This  paragraph  should  be  deleted  as  the  statement 

is  unrealistic  and  defeats  the  purpose  of  fencing  as 
a  necessary  range  management  practice  to  obtain  better 
use  of  the  available  forage. 

Page  111-42,  Paragraph  1: 

Comment:   Since  when  have  wild  horses  and  wildlife  not  re- 
quired water?   Doesn't  water  development  have  a 

—  beneficial  effect  on  all  animals? 


Page  111-43,  Paragraph  3: 

Comment:  "Weight  losses  and  excitement"  are  an  accepted  prob- 
lem with  livestock  movement,  however,  most  live- 
stock men  don't  run  their  animals  as  much  as  you 
indicate. 

Page  111-44,  Paragraph  1: 

j3_3"        Comment:   Wild  horses  and  burros  I  don't  believe  will  be  very 


6. 


33-31 

(cont. ) 


palatable  to  the  consumer.    Controlled  numbers 
of  wild  horses  and  burros  should  be  strictly 
adhered  to  on  the  National  Resource  Lands . 


Page  111-48,  General 
Comment 


Proper  livestock  grazing  management  programs  on 
the  grassland  biome  will  in  most  cases  improve 
the  wildlife  habitat,  thereby  increasing  the  poss- 
ibility of  greater  numbers „   Hunting  of  wildlife 
should  be  more  favorable  and  plentiful  as  more 
feed  and  water  becomes  available. 


33-32 


33-33 


Page    111-49,    Table    III-4: 

Comment:   The  livestock  industry  income  multipliers  look  quite 
low  in  relation  to  what  has  been  used  by  other 
studies.   We  also  have  never  had  the  opportunity 
to  study  BLM's  "Economic  Activity  Analysis  Model" 
which  were  the  source  of  multipliers. 

Page  111-52,  Paragraph  3: 

Comment:   It  may  be  well  to  consider  the  impact  of  additional 
people  on  the  ecological  inter-relationships  as  a 
damaging  and  restrictive  use. 

Page  111-52,  Last  Sentence  on  Page: 

Comment:   The  sentence  "Changing  season  of  use  to  accomodate 
recreationists  may  cause  some  hardship  to  individual 
livestock  operators,"  is  a  real  understatement  of 
facts.   The  objective  is  to  feed  the  population 
and  manage  the  NRL  under  a  multiple  use  concept. 

Page  111-57,  Paragraph  1:  "SOME  PESTICIDES,  ALTHOUGH  BANNED  BY 

EXECUTIVE  ORDER  NO.   11643,  HAVE  DISRUPTED  NATURAL 
FOOD  CHAINS  AND  HAVE  BEEN  DETRIMENTAL  TO  WILDLIFE, 


33-34 


e.g 


EFFECT    OF    DDT    ON    EGG    SHELLS    OF    PEREGRINE 


FALCONS     (26). 


Comment:   This  statement  is  unsubstantiated  and  very  devious 


The  pesticides  banned  by  Executive  Order  No 


.643 


have  not  been  proven  to  disrupt  natural  food  chains 
and  have  not  been  proven  to  be  detrimental  to  wild- 
life. DDT  is  used  as  an  example  because  the  writer 
could  not  cite  evidence  that  the  toxicants  used  for 
predator  control,  and  which  were  restricted  by 


7. 

Executive  Order  11643,  have  disrupted  natural  food 
chains  and  have  been  detrimental  to  wildlife.  This 
statement  requires  substantiating  evidence  related 
strictly  to  the  pesticides  related  to  predator 
control. 

Page  III-L7,  Paragraph  4;  "PAST  CONTROL  MEASURES  INCLUDED  METHODS 
WHICH  FREQUENTLY  WERE  NON-SELECTIVE  AND  RESULTED  IN 
THE  DEATH  OF  NONTARGET  SPECIES . " 


33-35 


Comment:   This  statement  is  not  substantiated  and  the  use  of 
the  word  "frequently"  denotes  occurrance  of  a  fre- 
quent nature.   No  data  exists  to  support  the  state- 
ment. 


Page  111-57,  Paragraph  4:  "THE  ADVERSE  IMPACT  FROM  THE  LOSS  OF  NON- 
TARGET  SPECIES  PROMPTED  THE  IMPLEMENTATION  OF  MORE 
SELECTIVE  CONTROL  MEASURES  ON  NATURAL  RESOURCE  LANDS 
DIRECTED  BY  EXECUTIVE  ORDER  11C43." 


33-36 


Comment:   No  data  exists  to  substantiate  the  alleged  loss  of 
nontarget  species. 


Page  111-57,  Last  Paragraph,  First  Sentence; 


33-37 


Comment:   Not  only  will  predator  control  measures  help  live- 
stock operators,  but  wildlife  will  also  be  affected 
if  predator  control  measures  are  not  used,   "Adv- 
ersely affect"  is  a  poor  choice  of  words,  since  any 
loss  due  to  predators  will  cause  a  loss  in  income 
which  is  the  way  the  operator  lives. 


PART  IV:   MITIGATING  MEASURES 


Page  IV-2,  General: 


33-38 


Comment:   Management  criteria  should  include  the  reduction 
and  removal  of  some  wildlife  to  assist  with  the 
problem  when  there  happens  to  be  a  shortage  of  feed 
due  to  drought,  floods,  fires,  or  other  acts  of  God. 

Supportive  Measures  -  Fences: 

In  most  cases  proper  range  management  is  very  diffi- 
cult without  fencing.  When  considering  fencing  for 
livestock  management , economics  must  be  a  considera- 
tion.  We  must  take  a  hard  look  at  how  much  value  to 
place  on  aesthetics  as  it  compares  to  favorable 
development  from  other  uses. 


8, 


Page  IV-9,#5:  "USE  OF  POISONOUS  SUBSTANCES  WITH  SECONDARY  POISON- 
ING CHARACTERISTICS  WILL  BE  PROHIBITED." 

Comment:   This  comment  is  in  direct  conflict  with  Executive 
order  11643  which  is  quoted  in  part  as  follows: 
"Notwithstanding  the  provisions  of  subsection  (a) 
of  this  section,  the  head  of  any  agency  may  auth- 
33-39  orize  the  emergency  use  on  Federal  lands  under  his 

jurisdiction  of  a  chemical  toxicant  for  the  purpose 
of  killing  other  mammals,  birds,  or  reptiles*  but 
only  ii  in  each  specific  case  he  makes  a  written 
finding  ....." 

Page  IV-9,#6:  "ANIMAL  CONTROL  WILL  3E  PERMITTED  ONLY  ON  SPECIFIC 

AREAS  WHERE  SIGNIFICANT  DAMAGE  TO  LIVESTOCK  OR  WILD- 
LIFE 13  OCCURRING  .  .  .  . M 


33-40 


Comment:   ?his  statement  is  in  direct  conflict  with  the  Act 
£  March  2,  1931,  which  directs  the  Secretary  of 
Interior  to  control  predators,  and  this  statement 
also  fails  to  consider  the  control  of  rodents. 


Page  IV-9,#e. "CONTROL  BY  POISONS  WILL  BE  PROHIBITED  WHERE  A  POT- 
ENTIAL EXISTS  TO  CONTAMINATE  THE  FOOD  CHAIN  OF  OTHER 
LIFE  70RMS." 


33-41 


Comment :   This  statement,  is  in  conflict  with  the  Federal  In- 
secticide Fungicide  and  Rodent icide  Act  and  Executive 
Order  1.-.643. 


-3ART  V:   ADVERSE  IMPAIRS  WHICH  CANNOT  BE  AVOIDED 
.•■'age   -  ,±,-2:   Soil 


33-42 


imeric        So:.l    Compaction    in   grazed  pasture?    has    n< 
adverse   effect. 


signi:?-  ->-..tt 


-..  ?  9.e_ .  .±„' 


^atev'  development  for  domestic  livestock  is  an 
approved  rang,  management  practice  aac.  is  bene  tic...  al 

tc  v.  l."  ;  iif  'i , 


Z*2&.  • 


Ar.ir 


■n    =r     :      Many    -  "    these    stateire.its    cannot   be    supported  by 
'ac*;'        Several   st^terre  \ts   shoul  .   be  dsletad   s  ic. 

■-■?  ;      v  2  ,    4      .-> .    and    1 ,. 


9. 


Page  V-4,  #2  &  3 : 


Human 


33-43 


Comment:   In  many  cases  individual  operators  will  be  forced 
out  of  business.   Implementation  of  livestock 
grazing  management  will  require  an  additional 
investment  of  personal  funds. 


33-44 


Page  V-5,  #2;   Ecological  Interrelationships 

Comment:   Wildlife  and  wild  horses  and  burros  have  the  same 
physical  fault  as  livestock  in  regard  to  excreta. 


33-45 


Page  V-5,  #1  &  2 :   Aesthetics 

Comment:   Economics  and  proper  land  use  must  be  considered 
when  applying  the  aesthetic  impact  values.   The 
benefits  to  people,  domestic  livestock,  and  wild- 
—  life,  may  far  out-weigh  the  aesthetic  values. 


PART  VIII:   ALTERNATIVES  TO  THE  PRESENT  PROGRAM 


Page  VIII-1,  Paragraph  3  &  4: 


33-46 


Comment:    Alternatives  B  and  C  are  not  acceptable  to  the 

multiple  use  concept  of  the  NRL,  therefore,  should 
be  deleted  as  alternatives „ 


33-47 


Page  VIII-5,  #9: 
Comment: 


Wildlife,  wild  horses,  and  burros  may  cause  range 
deterioration  and  can  cause  damage  to  wildlife  habitat, 


Page  VIII-6,  #11:   Competition  of  Wild  Horses  and  Burros  for 
Forage  and  Water. 


33-48 


Comment:    Wild  horses  and  burros  should  be  kept  to  a  minimum  in 
compliance  with  the  law,  and  should  not  be  allowed 
to  reproduce  in  numbers  whereby  they  may  interrupt 
the  grazing  patterns  and  management  on  the  public 
lands . 


Page  VIII-7,  Paragraph  3:   "WHERE  LIVESTOCK  MAKE  PRIMARY  USE  OF  THE 
VEGETATIVE  RESOURCE,  LEAVING  LITTLE  FOR  OTHER  LIFE 
FORMS,  THE  ENERGY  FLOW  AND  FOOD  CHAIN  BECOME  RELA- 


33-49 


TIVELY  SHORT, 


i.e. 


FROM  PRIMARY  PRODUCER  TO  PRIMARY 


CONSUMER.   OTHER  PRIMARY  CONSUMERS  ( INSECTS ,  SMALL 
MAMMALS)  AND  SECONDARY  CONSUMERS  (HAWKS,  COYOTES) 

ARE  AT  LEAST  PARTIALLY  ELIMINATED  FROM  THE  FOOD  CHAIN." 


I 


10. 

Comment:    This  statement  is  unfounded  and  unrealistic.   The 
statement  would  tend  to  impress  the  reader  with  a 
false  impression  that  where  livestock  graze  insects 
and  small  mammals  cannot  survive.   This  is  a  state- 
ment which  should  be  substantiated  by  the  Agency  pre- 
paring the  Draft  EIS. 

Page  VIII- 8,  #16:   "IN  MANY  AREAS  OF  COMPETITION  BETWEEN  DOMESTIC 

ANIMALS  AND  WILD  ANIMALS  WOULD  INCREASE  TO  TEE  POINT 
WHERE  THE  WILD  ANIMAL  MAY  PERISH  OR  BE  FORCED  TO  SEEK 
NEW  HABITATS.   IN  OTHER  AREAS  THIS  WOULD  NOT  HAPPEN 
BECAUSE  OF  INDIVIDUAL  OPERATOR  S  INTEREST  IN  THE 
WELFARE  OF  WILD  ANIMALS." 


33-50 


Comment:    In  the  case  of  herbivores  the  livestock  man  would 

certainly  suffer  economically  and  socially  if  he  let 
conditions  deteriorate  to  the  level  indicated  in  the 
first  sentence.   Eastern  Wyoming  where  the  manage- 
ment is  private  wildlife  is  being  husbanded  by    live- 
stock operators.   This  statement  needs  substantia- 
tion. 


Page  VIII-8,  Alternate  B:   No  Grazing, 


33-51 


Comment:    Delete  as  previously  suggested, 
flict  to  multiple  use  concept. 


Would  be  m  con- 


Page  VIII-9,  #5:   "ANIMAL  CONTROL  PRACTICES  FOR  PROTECTION  OF  LIVE- 
STOCK WOULD  NOT  BE  REQUIRED.   AS  A  RESULT  PREDATORS 
AND  SOME  THREATENED  WILDLIFE  SPECIES  WOULD  HAVE  AN 
IMPROVED  OPPORTUNITY  FOR  SURVIVAL." 


33-52 


Comment:    This  is  in  direct  conflict  with  the  Act  of  March  2, 
1931.   It  also  disregards  the  state  ownership  of 
wildlife  and  the  state's  management  authority  for 
that  wildlife.   In  addition,  it  disregards  tne 
problems  of  adjacent  private  lands. 


Pago  VIII-13:   Alternative  C  -  Maximize  Livestock  Production . 


33-53 


Comment:    Delete  as  previously  suggested.   Multiple  use  tb}- 
ectives  on  the  NRL  would  be  more  palatable  to  all 
concerned.   Tne  many  uses  on  the  Pub  .lie  Lands  would 
benefit  a  greater  number  of  the  society. 


Page  VII 1-18,  Paragraph  4 : 


Comment:    Accelerated  program  would,  appear  to  be  the  most 

logical,  even  though  it  would  be  mere  costly  for  a 


11. 


33-54 


33-55 


period  of  time  but  would  reach  the  goals  and  obj- 
ectives for  the  Livestock  Grazing  Management  Pro- 
gram much  earlier, 

Page  G-4 :   Definition  of  "Multiple  Use" 

Comment:    It  is  recommended  that  the  resources  that  BLM  is 
to  manage  be  listed  in  this  definition. 

Page  G-5:   Definition  of  "Overgrazing" 

Comment:    It  is  recommended  that  the  words  "by  herbivores"  be 

added  after  the  word  "survive," 


Page  G-6:   Definition  of  "Predator" 

Comment:    It  is  recommended  that  the  definition  be  changed  to; 
"An  animal  disease,  or  insect  that  preys  on  resources 
that  man  wishes  to  preserve  for  nis  own  use." 

GENERAL  COMMENT: 


In  Wyoming  cash  receipts  from  livestock  and  livestock  products 
in  1972  amounted  to  $293.8  million,  and  in  1973  they  amounted  to 
$352.4  million,  an  increase  of  20  percent.   The  1973  cash  receipts 
from  livestock  and  livestock  products  accounted  for  85  percent  of 
the  total  cash  receipts.   In  1973 „  total  cattle  numbers  were 
1,565,000  head,  and  sheep  numbered  1,705,000  head.   In  a  recent 
BLM  publication  we  note  that  1973  cattle  and  horse  permits  allowed 
1,143,000  head  on  the  NRL  or  73  percent  of  the  total  cattle  in  the 
state  grazed  on  NRL.   From  the  same  publication  we  note  that 
1,906,000  head  of  sheep  were  permitted  on  the  NRL?  that  is  more 
sheep  were  allowed  to  graze  than  were  counted  in  the  state.   We 
would  agree  that  there  is  some  duplication  of  livestock  here,  so  if 
we  attempt  to  remove  duplication  we  find  that  the  sheep  numbers  are 
1,725,000  and  cattle  981,451?  still  accounting  for  a  substantial 
percentage.   We  therefore,  maintain  that  the  livestock  industry  in 
the  West  and  in  Wyoming  in  particular,  depends  on  the  continued  use 
of  NRL;  but  not  only  does  the  livestock  industry  depend  on  NRL, 
but  the  local  communities  depend  on  the  livestock  industry0 

We  would  also  like  to  note  from  the  above  report  that  contribu- 
tions to  the  economy  from  use  of  Federal  lands  on  the  eleven  Western 
states  for  cattle  and  calves  in  1971  and  1972  were  estimated  at 
$337,683,218  and  from  sheep,  lambs,  and  wool,  the  contribution  was 
$51,990,955. 


33-56 


I 


The  report  is  biased  toward  recreation  and  wildlife,  therefore, 
in  conclusion,  we  recommend  the  draft  EIS  include  additional 


12. 


33-56    supportive  documentation  on  the  benefits  that  would  be  derived 
(cont.)   from  the  multiple  use  concept  on  the  National  Resource  Lands. 

These  comments  and  suggestions  are  respectively  submitted 
for  your  consideration. 


KRS/vm 


Wyoming  Department  of  Agriculture 

Key  No.  33 
Key  No. 

33-1     See  item  1,  page  IX-5  of  the  EIS. 

33-2    Water  spreading  is  prohibited  in  some  states  by  state  statute  and 
is  not  considered  a  necessary  supportive  measure  for  managing 
1 ivestock. 

33-3    These  are  accurate  figures  for  1970.  Because  of  the  slight 

differences  in  statistics  between  1970  and  the  present  time,  it 
did  not  appear  necessary  to  revise  the  tables. 

33-4    This  paragraph,  and  in  fact  the  section,  simply  attempts  to  give 
the  reader  background  information  on  the  history  of  grazing  in 
the  western  United  States. 

33-5    Legislation  has  been  introduced  by  members  of  Congress  that  relates 
to  some  items  covered  by  the  PLLRC  report,  mainly  pertaining  to  the 
issue  of  grazing  fees,  land  tenure,  compensation  for  permits,  etc. 
To  date,  none  of  this  legislation  has  been  enacted. 

33-6    As  explained  on  page  1-22,  MFP's  on  approximately  one-half  of  the 
NRL  (85  million  acres)  were  completed  by  July  1974.  Eighty 
percent  of  the  MFP's  are   estimated  to  be  completed  in  1976,  and 
all  the  NRL  will  be  covered  by  MFP's  by  1980.  This  is  not 
considered  to  be  an  unreasonable  length  of  time  when  weighed 
against  irretrievable  adverse  actions  that  could  be  avoided  with 
proper  land  use  planning.  The  fact  that  an  MFP  is  not  complete 
on  a  geographic  area  does  not  preclude  the  continuance  of  many 
activities  on  NRL  that  are  compatible  with  environmental  quality 
objectives. 

33-7    Text  revised.  See  page  11-19  of  the  EIS. 

33-8    The  statement  as  presented  is  defensible.  It  says  "domestic  herbi- 
vores have  largely  replaced,  p_r  live  in  competition  with,  native 
herbivores."  Domestic  herbivores  have  largely  replaced  the  buffalo 
and  frequently  compete  with  deer,  antelope,  elk,  sage  grouse,  etc. 
The  statement  is  expanded  to  indicate  that  some  rangeland  use  by 
both  classes  of  herbivores  is  compatible.  See  page  11-27. of  the  EIS 

33-9    There  is  no  reference  to  poisonous  plants  on  page  11-42  of  the 

draft.  Reference  is  made  to  poisonous  plants  in  paragraphs  1  and 
2,  page  11-34  of  the  EIS.  It  would  serve  no  useful  purpose  to  list 
the  poisonous  plants  in  this  biome  any  more  than  trying  to  list 
all  the  animals  and  birds. 


Key  No. 

33-10    No  change  proposed 


Key  No.  33 


This  is  an  opinion  which  differs  from  the  best  judqment  of  BLM 
field  staffs. 

33-11    Trona  has  been  added  as  one  of  the  minerals  mined  in  the  desert 
biome.  See  revised  text,  page  11-42  of  the  EIS. 

33-12    Text  revised.  See  page  11-57  of  the  EIS. 

33-13    Oil  and  gas  and  oil  shale  in  Wyoming  have  been  added.  See  page 
11-59  of  the  EIS.  Trona  occurs  in  the  desert  biome  and  has  been 
added  in  that  section.  See  page  11-42  of  the  EIS. 

33-14  The  statement  on  pilot  production  has  been  corrected.  See  page 
11-71  of  the  EIS.  With  respect  to  oil  shale  operations  altering 
land  uses,  we  believe  that  such  a  statement  is  not  inappropriate 
since  it  is  stated  only  as  a  possibility  and,  in  situ  production 
will  require  altered  land  use  since  roads  and  plants  and  surface 
control  will  still  be  needed. 

33-15    Listing  of  all  poisonous  plants  in  this  biome  would  not  add  clarity 
to  the  document.  See  also  response  to  comment  33-9. 

33-16    Same  response  as  33-2. 

33-17    Wildlife  use  of  an  area  would  certainly  contribute  to  soil 

compaction  similar  to  livestock  use.  However,  the  document  is 

concerned  with  the  impacts  of  livestock  on  natural  resource  lands, 
not  wildlife. 

33-18    The  document  is  concerned  with  the  impacts  of  livestock  on  water, 
not  the  impacts  of  wildlife,  wild  horses  and  wild  burros. 
Admittedly,  the  impacts  would  be  similar. 

33-19    This  is  a  direct  quotation  from  the  literature  cited. 

"It  appears  that  average  fecal  coliform  counts  are  higher 
at  sites  where  cattle  concentrate.  Further  analysis  of 
the  coliform  data  shows  that  an  increase  in  both  total 
and  fecal  counts  occurs  with  corresponding  increase  in 
flow.  The  total  and  fecal  coliform  counts  are  still 
much  below  public  health  standards." 

It  was  concluded  from  this  that  there  was  a  pollution  potential 
from  wastes  of  livestock  on  pastures  as  stated. 


Key  No. 

33-20    See  response  33-18  above 


Key  No.  33 


This  impact  statement  is  analyzing  the  impact  of  grazing  domestic 
animals.     The  effect  of  wild  horses  and  wildlife  is  beyond  the 
scope  of  this  statement. 

33-21         The  document  is  concerned  with  the  impacts  of  1 ivestock  on  air 
pollution  (dust) . 

33-22         See  previous  responses  above  explaining  that  the  document  deals 
with  the  impacts  of  livestock  grazing  and  does  not  attempt  to 
describe  the  impacts  of  other  uses  of  national    resource  lands. 

33-23         See  response  33-22  above. 

33-24         Text  revised.     See  page  1 1 1 -21   of  the  EIS. 

33-25         Reduction  of  livestock  is  only  one  of  the  management  actions 
considered  in  this  discussion. 

33-26         Text  revised.     See  page  III -26  of  the  EIS. 

33-27         Many  range  improvements  for  livestock  grazing  have  been  constructed 
that  are  also  beneficial    to  wildlife.     The  importance  of  these 
improvements  to  wildlife    is  described  in  the  text.     The  values 
of  range  improvements  funded  by  other  interests  cannot  be  over- 
looked. 

33-28         The  exception  to  provide  for  use  of  chemical    toxicants  on  national 
resource  lands  under  emergency  circumstances  is  acknowledged.     No 
attempt  was  made  to  define  all    provisions  of  Executive  Order  11643. 

33-29         Text  revised.     See  page  1 1 1-30  of  the  EIS. 

33-30         The  text  does  not  say  that  wild  horses  and  wildlife  do  not  require 
water.     The  reviewer  is  reminded  that  this  portion  of  the  draft 
deals  with  the  subject,   impacts  on  domestic  animals. 

33-31         Text  revised.     See  page  1 1 1 -32  of  the  EIS. 

BLM  recognizes  the  rate  of  increase  of  wild  horses  and 
burros  on  national    resource  land.     However,  as  Table  1-8  indicates, 
based  on  present  policy  and  available  data,   it  is  not  the  intent 
of  the  Bureau   to  increase  wild  horse  and  burro  populations  above 
the  estimated  numbers  that  existed  at  the  time  PL92-195  was 
enacted  in  1971.     As  data  on  wild  horses  and  burros  are  refined 
and  management  plans  are  adopted,   the  problem  of  increased  numbers 
of  wild  horses  and  burros  will   be  confronted. 


Key 

1  No. 

33- 

32 

33- 

33 

Key  No.   33 

See   item  5b,   page  IX-8  of  the  EIS. 

No  change  proposed. 

This  statement  deals  with  the  possible  increase  of  people  to  an 
area--it  does  not  relate  to  the  impact  of  livestock  grazing 
management  actions. 

33-34         Text  revised.     See  page  III -39  of  the  EIS. 

33-35         Text  revised.     See  page  III -41   of  the  EIS. 

33-36         Nontarget  species  of  wildlife  have  been  killed  by  nonselective 

control  methods.  Documentation  was  sufficient  to  support  issuance 
of  EO  11643. 

33-37    A  loss  of  livestock  due  to  predators  will  result  in  an  economic 
loss  to  the  operator.  See  page  III -28  of  the  EIS  for  discussion 
of  impacts  of  animal  control  measures  on  wildlife. 

33-38    The  scope  of  the  EIS  is  limited  to  the  impact  of  livestock  grazing 
on  the  environment. 

33-39    Same  response  as  33-28. 

33-40    Text  revised.  See  page  IV-6  of  the  EIS. 

The  Secretary  of  the  Interior  has  the  discretion  to  determine 
how  and  when  animal  control  will  be  authorized. 

33-41    Text  revised.  See  page  IV-6  of  the  EIS. 

33-42  Soil  compaction  may  indeed  have  a  significant  adverse  effect  on 
water  runoff  and  soil  biota.  The  statement  has  been  revised  to 
be  less  dogmatic.  See  page  V-l  of  the  EIS. 

33-43    Text  revised.  See  page  V-3  of  the  EIS. 

33-44         Reviewer  is  probably  referring  to  page  V-4  rather  than  V-5  of  the 
draft.     Agree  with  comment,   but  this  EIS  is  dealing  with  the 
impact  of  livestock  grazing. 

33-45    No  change  proposed. 

This  could  very   well  be  a  true  statement  in  many  instances; 
however,  this  section  of  the  EIS  only  looks  at  the  possible  impact 
of  the  livestock  management  action  on  aesthetic  values. 


Key  No.   33 


Key  No 


33-46         Reference  to  the  comments  made  a  part  of  this  final    Environmental 
Impact  Statement  will   show  that  different  reviewers  endorsed 
particular  Alternatives   in  the  draft  EIS.     Recommendation  of  the 
Public  Land  Law  Review  Commission  states   "domestic  livestock  grazing 
should  be  declared  as  a  dominant  use  on  retained  lands  where 
appropriate."     This  recommendation   (42)  made  in  1970,   although 
lesser  in  scope  than  Alternative  C,   espouses  the  same  concept  of 
maximizing  livestock  use.     Also  see  item  10,   page  IX-12  of  the 
EIS. 

33-47         Agree,   however,   this  EIS  deals  with  livestock  grazing. 

33-48         See  response  to  comment  33-31    on  the  subject  of  wild  horses  and 
burros. 

33-49         The  statement  is  true  as  stated.      It  does  not  say  that  "insects 
and  small   mammals  cannot  survive"  but  that  they  are  partial ly 
eliminated  from  the  food  chain. 

33-50         Custodial   management  prevents  achievement  of  proper  livestock 

management  in  many  areas.     Abuse  of  some  national    resource  lands 
is  a  matter  of  record.     Individual    operators  vary  in  capability 
to  accomplish  proper  management.     Creditable  management  is  accom- 
plished by  many  operators.     Livestock  and  wildlife  compatibility 
occur  on  those  areas  where  livestock  operators  evidence  proper 
stewardship  of  public  land  resources. 

33-51         See  response  to  comment  under  item  33-46  on  alternatives  to  the 
present  livestock  grazing  management  program. 

33-52         Under  the  alternative  of  "No  Grazing"  animal    control    for  the 

benefit  of  livestock  would  not  be  required.     Justification  for 
control   measures  would  be  based  on  other  objectives  than  one 
based  to  serve  improved  livestock  survival.     The  alternative  can 
only  be  effected  through  legislative  change  to  erase  conflict 
with  existing  law  or  regulation. 

33-53         See  response  to  comment  under  33-46  concerning  alternatives  to  the 
present  livestock  grazing  management  program. 

33-54         The  respondent  is  also  directed  to  the  4th  paragraph  on  page  1-19 
of  the  EIS. 

33-55         Text  revised.     See  page  G-5  of  the  EIS. 

33-56         See  item  1,   page  IX-5  of  the  EIS. 
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GAME  AND  FISH  COMMISSION 
CHEYENNE     82001 

June   20,    1974 


Director  (330) 
Bureau  of  Land  Management 
Department  of  the  Interior 
Washington,  D.  C.  20240 

Dear  Sir: 

We  have  reviewed  the  draft  Environmental  Impact  Statement  for  Livestock 
Grazing  Management  on  National  Resource  Lands  and  offer  the  following 
comments  and  suggestions. 

This  draft  EIS,  although  written  primarily  in  broad  general  terms,  is  a 
very  good  indication  of  improved  accountability  in  the  overall  decision 
making  process  in  the  management  of  public  resources.   We  attribute  this 
to  compliance  with  the  National  Environmental  Act  in  the  implementation 
thereof. 


34-1 


34-2 


I  note  that  no  public  hearing  has  been  scheduled  in  connection  with  this 
EIS  and  wonder  if  this  is  perhaps  in  violation  of  the  regulations  of 
EPA  and  the  intent  of  the  National  Environmental  Policy  Act. 

We  have  no  specific  criticisms  of  the  material  presented  in  this  draft 
but  would  like  to  call  attention  to  several  portions  as  follows: 

Table  1-7  offers  "Projected  Total  Animal  Unit  Months  (AUMs)  of  Forage 
for  Livestock,  Wildlife  and  Wild  Horses  and  Burros  as  a  Result  of  Fully 
Implementing  the  AMP  Program".   This  shows  significant  increases  for 
AUMs  of  wildlife.   We  wonder  if  this  takes  into  account  the  impacts  or 
|  effects  of  mineral  development  and  other  possible  competing  uses  as 
[   in  draft  EIS  for  Development  of  Coal  Resources  in  Eastern  Powder  River 
|  Basin  of  Wyoming  with  BLM  the  lead  agency,  draft  EIS  on  Development  of 


Bureau  of  Land  Management 


June  20,  19  74 


34-2 
(cont.) 


the  Bridger  Power  Plant  and  associated  coal  mining  activities  developed  by 
the  BLM,  draft  EIS  for  the  Proposed  Prototype  Oil  Shale  Leasing  Program 
developed  by  the  Department  of  Interior  covering  parts  of  Colorado,  Utah 
and  Wyoming  and  other  related  project  proposals  that  specifically  indicate 
adverse  effects  on  fish  and  wildlife  resources.   Perhaps  the  time  is  near 
for  the  responsible  federal  agencies  to  utilize  information  developed  for 
"environmental  impact  statements  in  a  cumulative  and  more  closely  coordinated 
manner . 


34-3 


34-4 


.  Table  III-4,  "Estimated  Income  Effects  of  the  Livestock  Grazing  Management 
Program  by  Biome  and  Livestock  Region",  indicates  an  increase  in  livestock 
AUMs  for  the  years  2000  and  2010.   From  the  information  presented  in  Table 
1-7,  we  would  assume  that  comparable  AUM  increases  for  wildlife  would  apply 
to  these  biomes  in  Wyoming  and  again  question  if  this  accounts  for  the 
impacts  of  competing  uses  such  as  mineral  development. 

On  page  IV-6 ,  there  is  a  very  good  listing  of  supportive  measures  under 
"Vegetative  Manipulation".   We  would  suggest  that  this  list  contain  a 
requirement  to  consider  fertilization  of  existing  vegetation  to  increase 
palatability  in  order  that  existing  forage  can  be  utilized  by  wildlife  and 
domestic  livestock  to  bring  about  a  desired  balance  of  vegetation  in 
preference  to  "chemical  eradication"  and  other  indicated  treatment  programs, 

We  firmly  endorse  the  apparent  philosophy  that  resulted  in  the  development 
of  this  draft  environmental  impact  statement  and  appreciate  the  opportunity 
to  review  it  and  offer  comments. 


Sincerely, 


JBM:HBM:do 

cc:   Daniel  P.  Baker 


Jame*r  Br  White ,  Director 
coming  Game  and  Fish  Department 


Key  No 


Wyoming  Game  and  Fish  Commission 

Key  No.  34 


34-1  Public  hearings  are  not  mandatory  under  Council  on  Environmental 
Quality  Guidelines  pursuant  to  the  National  Environmental  Policy 
Act. 

34-2    The  impacts  of  mineral  development  are  not  taken  into  consideration 
unless  that  development  is  presently  underway  on  a  particular 
geographic  area.  Although  portions  of  individual  grazing  allot- 
ments, wildlife  habitat  areas  and  wild  horse  and  burro  areas  may 
be  lost  to  energy  development,  this  loss  should  be  minimal  because 
of  rehabilitation  requirements.  Also,  the  acreages  of  these  projects 
are  ^ery   small  when  compared  to  the  total  rangeland  area. 

34-3    In  Table  III-4,  the  Wyoming  Great  Plains  region  projects  a  19 

percent  increase  in  livestock  AUM's  by  the  year  2000  and  a  37  percent 
increase  by  2010.  The  grassland  biome  as  a  whole  projects  a  29 
percent  increase  by  2000  and  a  56  percent  increase  by  2010. 
Respondent's  assumption  is  correct.  Also  see  34-2,  above. 

34-4    Rangeland  fertilization  work  on  arid  lands  such  as  the  NRL  has 
not  been  yery   encouraging,  therefore  we  did  not  consider  the 
practice.  There  may  be  a  possibility  of  using  the  practice  on  the 
higher  better  moisture  regime. 


Key  No.   35 
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Albuquerque  Wildlife  Federation 

1914-1952  GAME  PROTECTIVE  ASSN.  /  1952-1972  ALBUQUERQUE  WILDLIFE  &  CONSERVATION  ASSN.  /  1973  ALBUQUERQUE  WILDLIFE  FEDERATION 
ORGANIZED   BY   SPORTSMEN    IN    1914   TO   PROTECT   AND   PERPETUATE 
OUR   WILDLIFE    AND   NATURAL   RESOURCES 
P.O.  Box  1234 
Albuque/que.  New  Mexico  87103 

May  31,  1974 


35-1 


Hon.  Rogers  Morton,  Secretary 
Department  of  the  Interior 
Washington,  D.  C.  20240 

Dear  Sir: 

We  would  like  to  comment  on  the"Draft  Environmental 
Impact  Statement  pertaining  to  Livestock  Grazing  Management 
on  National  Resource  Lands  . 

The  Draft  states,  "it  "will  serve  as  the  foundation  for 
subsequent  environmental  analyses  and  statements  that  may  be 
required".   It  broadly  outlines  some  of  the  environmental 
problems,  conditions,  and  management  possibilities.   It  tells 
of  the  multiple  use  considerations  that  must  be  weighed  and 
analyzed  in  management  planning.   It,  however,  does  not 
replace  the  need  for  a  Environmental  Impact  Statement  that 
can  be  tied  to  conditions  at  a  more  local  level  that  can  be 
identified  on  the  ground* 

The  Taylor  Grazing  Act  established  a  form  of  management 
that  allowed  livestockmen  to  dominate  the  management  phases . 
The  public  is  well  aware  of  this  and  wants  no  part  of  any 
future  multiple  use  program  that  can  be  dominated  by  any  one 
faction  of  the  public.  The  reference  to  the  ELM  employees  as, 
"The  boys  in  the  high  heeled  boots",  has  left  an  image  that 
will  remain  until  they  can  demonstrate  clearly  that  they  can 
make  responsible  multiple  use  decisions. 

Our  organization  recognizes  that  there  is  a  place  for 
proper  grazing  on  the  Natural  Resource  Lands.  It  does  not, 
however,  believe  the  consideration  for  this  use  should 
continually  surface  as  a  priority  over  watersheds,  recreation, 
and  wildlife. 

Of  the  four  alternatives  considered,  the  last  one(D) 
is  one  that  needs  real  consideration.   This  nation  can't  afford 
to  wait  until  the  year  2000  to  implement  all  the  AMPs. 
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It  is  inferred  that  grazing  management  will  not  change 
on  allotments  until  AMPs  have  been  prepared.   If  this  is  true, 
many  ranges  could  continue  to  decline.  The  Draft  states  that 
32^  of  the  NRL  acreage  is  still  not  covered  by  AMPs.   fhls  is 
not  much  to  show  for  40  years  of  management.   It  would  be  act 
of  irresponsibility  to  allow  excessive  use  of  ranges  known  to 
be  overstocked  or  overused  until  such  a  time  that  AMPs  could 
be  prepared. 

Numerous  references  to  fire  are  found  throughout  the  Draft. 
Many  of  the  statements  made  regarding  fire  show  a  complete  lack 
of  understanding  as  to  the  place  of  fire  in  wildland  management. 
The  early  day  good  grass  ranges  owed  their  existance  to  fire. 
Many  of  the  climax  species  of  plants  in  our  wildlands  were 
dependent-on  fire  to  establish  succession.  When  livestookmen 
and  others  say  they  can  reduce  the  fire  hazard  by  grazing, 
they  are  stating  that  by  overgrazing  we  can  reduce  the  amount 
of  fuel  which  in  turn  leads  to  poor  range,  erosion,  and  often 
leads  to  the  introduction  of  such  annuals  as  Cheat  grass  which 
is  a  real  fire  hazard.  Properly  grazed  good  ranges  can  carry 
fire.   Cheat  grass  matures  during  the  normal  fire  seasons 
making  it  a  real  hazard  at  that  time.  Most  good  perennial 
grasses  mature  in  the  fall  when  weather  conditions  are  less 
favorable  for  fire.  Fire  was  mainly  a  scavenger  until  man- 
related  activities  made  it  a  killer.  Some  of  the  federal 
agencies  are  taking  a  180  degree  turnaround  in  their  consideration 
of  fire.  The  BLM  could  do  well  to  take  a  lesson  from  some 
of  these  agencies  including  your  National  Park  Service  who 
are  using  fire  to  keep  hazards  within  natural  bounds,  and 
to  help  establish  natural  succession. 

We  do  not  fully  accept  the  statement  on  page  1-4  that 
states,  "overgrazed  range  will  improve  more  rapidly  with 
proper  livestock  grazing  than  with  no  livestock  at  all  etc.1* 

We  believe  the  Draft  should  spell  out  such  things  as 
proper  utilization,  such  things  that  would  qualify  a  range  as 
satisfactory,  and  the  definition  of  excellant,  good,  fair, 
and  poor  range.  We  feel  the  BLM  has  been  too  optomistic  In 
classifying  range  conditions  and  the  year  2000  will  find  not 
too  much  improvement  with  the  planned  AMPs.  The  Forest  Service 
has  been  promoting  AMPs  before  the  BLM  was  ever  thought  of, 
and  still  rate  about  40  percent  of  its  ranges  as  poor. 

Wild  horses  and  burros  are  still  reported  In  large  numbers 
in  a  few  areas.   The  management  objective  in  controlling  the 
use  by  these  animals  should  be  spelled  out.  We  are  told  by  a 
reliable  source  that  there  could  be  as  many  as  12,000  wild 
horses  in  the  Red  Desert  of  Wyoming.  Even  small  numbers  could 
get  out  of  hand  if  allowed  to  multiply. 
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We  doubt  if  all  of  those  in  range  research  will  agree 
with  the  statement  on  page  111-26.  In  fact  it  is  not  entirely 
"compatible  with  one  made  on  page  111-23.  We  have  been  told  that 
proper  utilization  of  the  key  forage  species  will  allow  them 
to  dominate,  in  time,  over  the  poorer  and  less  palitable  species. 
The  idea  that,  "Confining  animals  into  smaller  pasture -sub- 
divisions forces  better  distribution  of  animals  in  their  search 
to  fulfill  their  forage  requirements.   In  essence,  foraging 
animals  concentrated  in  a  smaller  unit  will  make  more  uniform 
use  of  the  entire  unit,  and  are  forced  to  utilize  plants  not 
otherwise  used"  leaves  us  with  the  impression  the  more  palatable 
plants  will  still  be  grazed  harder  than  the  poorer  ones. 

We  believe  the  management  system  with  the  least  fencing 
is  best  suitable  to  wildlife  as  well  as  many  other  uses.   The 
Hormay  system  may  fit  some  range  conditions  but  it  requires 
more  fencing  that  will  add  to  the  cost  of  management  and  can't 
help  but  be  detrimental  to  the  free  movement  of  wildlife. 

We  believe  that  the  cost  of  construction  and  maintenance 
of  range  improvements  should  be  reflected  in  the  grazing  fees. 
Allowing  livestockment  to  bear  part  of  these  costs  has  been 
giving  them  the  opportunity  to  claim  "vested  rights"to  the 
public  lands. 

Page  111-62  states,  "in  summary,  management  of  livestock 
grazing  will  result  in  ah  aesthetically  more  pleasing 
landscape  by  providing  improved  vegetative  cover  and  composition". 
We  are  sure  the  livestockmen  will  agree  with  this  statement, 
A  public  poll  of  this  statement  would  probably  reveal  that 
the  more  pleasing  landscape  would  not  include  cattle. 

As  previously  stated,  we  believe  there  is  a  place  for 
the  grazing  of  livestock  on  BLM  lands  when  they  are  properly 
managed  and  compatible  with  other  valuable  land  uses. 


Sincerely, 


Dave  Weingar^en 

President  u 

Albuquerque  Wildlife  Federation 


I 


Albuquerque  Wildlife  Federation 

Key  No.    35 
Key  No. 

35-1     See  item  3,  page  IX-6  of  the  EIS. 

35-2     The  statement  referred  to  is  quoted  from  the  published  literature. 
In  addition,  a  task  force  composed  of  15  of  the  foremost  range 
ecologists,  animal  scientists,  agronomists  and  economists  in  the 
United  States  prepared  a  report  for  the  Council  for  Agricultural 
Science  and  Technology  entitled  "Livestock  Grazing  on  Federal 
Lands  in  the  Eleven  Western  States."  The  following  is  quoted 
from  that  report:  "Most  grazing  experiments  have  shown  that 
ranges  may  be  improved  more  rapidly  under  proper  grazing  manage- 
ment than  with  no  grazing  at  all."  See  also  item  8,  page  IX-11 
of  the  EIS. 

35-3     BLM  does  not  subscribe  to  the  concept  of  "proper  utilization" 

and  its  use  in  the  EIS  is  when  quoting  from  published  literature. 
The  characteristics  that  would  qualify  a  range  as  satisfactory 
and  definitions  of  excellent,  good,  fair  and  poor  range  would 
depend  on  the  standards  for  comparison  in  the  different  biomes. 
For  example,  a  good  condition  range  in  Arizona  would  depend  on 
the  standards  against  which  it  is  compared  in  Arizona.  Good 
condition  range  in  Idaho  is  judged  against  standards  in  Idaho. 
Generally,  however,  these  condition  classes  are  described  in 
terms  of  vegetation  composition  and  soil  erosion. 

For  example,  the  Forest  Service  manual  defines  range  condition  as 
"the  state  of  health  of  the  vegetation  and  soil."  It  further 
lists  the  factors  considered  in  evaluating  condition  as  the  kinds 
and  amounts  of  plants  present,  vigor  of  selected  species,  the 
amount  and  dispersion  of  soil  cover,  and  extent  of  current 
erosion.  Standards  are  developed  for  rating  condition  on  all 
range  vegetation  cover  types  which  normally  support  forage  species 
as  a  part  of  the  climax  vegetation.  These  standards  are   ordi- 
narily based  on  plant  succession  to  the  climax  plant  community. 
Thus,  when  a  particular  piece  of  rangeland  is  said  to  be  in  good 
condition  or  poor  condition,  the  description  is  always  relative 
to  a  standard  or  ideal  for  that  particular  range  type. 

The  Soil  Conservation  Service  defines  range  condition  as  the 
present  state  of  vegetation  of  a  range  site  in  relation  to  the 
climax  plant  community  for  that  site.  The  definition  of  range 
condition  classes  is  an  expression  of  the  degree  to  which  the 
present  composition,  expressed  in  percent,  has  departed  from 
that  of  the  climax  plant  community  of  a  range  site.  Four  range 
condition  classes  are  recognized: 


Key  No. 
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35-3 
(cont. ) 

Percent  of  Present  Composition 
Condition  Class                               that  is  Climax  for  the  Site 

Excellent                                                  76-100 
Good                                                            51-75 
Fair                                                           26-50 
Poor                                                             0-25 

The  range  condition  of  an  area  of  land  within  a  range  site  is 
determined  by  comparing  present  vegetation  with   the  climax  plant 
community  as  indicated  by  the  range  condition  guide   (standard) 
for  the  site. 

The  1,015  AMP's  which  BLM  has  presently  show  some  rather  remark- 
able improvement  in  range  condition  in  the  short  period  of  time 
they  have  been  functioning.     The  statement  by  respondent  that 
"--the  Forest  Service  has  been  promoting  AMP's  before  BLM  was 
ever  thought  of--"   is  erroneous.     BLM  has  been  in  the  forefront 
in  promoting  this  concept. 

35-4 

The  timing,   frequency  and  duration  of  "rest"  from  grazing  use  is 
perhaps  more  important  than  the  amount  of  forage  utilized,   and 
can  be  manipulated  to  prevent  excessive  use  of  preferred  species. 

35-5 

See  item  4,  page   IX-7  of  the  EIS. 
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GENERAL    OFFICES 

225      TOUHY      AVENUE 

PARK     RIDGE      ILLINOIS     60068 

PHONE:      (312)      696-2020 

CABLE   ADDRESS:    AMFARMBUR 


■July  10,  1974 


Mr.  Curt  Burkeland,  Director 
Bureau  of  Land  Management- 
18  &  C  Streets,  N.  W. 
Washington,  D.  C.   20240 

Re:   "Draft  Environmental  Impact  Statement  on  Livestock  Grazing 
and  Management  of  National  Resource  Lands" 

Dear  Mr.  Burkeland: 

We  commend  the  Bureau  of  Land  Management  for  the  information  and  data 
assembled  in  the  draft  Programatic  Environmental  Impact  Statement.   This 
Environmental  Impact  Statement  is  of  national  importance.   It  is  particu- 
larly significant  to  the  people  who  live  in  rural  counties  in  the  western 
public  land  states.   We  appreciate  this  opportunity  to  present  our  views 
relative  to  the  over-all  statement  and  to  make  specific  recommendations. 

Farm  Bureau's  position  is  based  on  long-established  policies  as  restated 
and  adopted  by  the  voting  delegates  of  the  member  State  Farm  Bureaus  of 
American  Farm  Bureau  Federation  at  their  most  recent  meeting.   Farm  Bureau 
represents  2,293,680  member  families  residing  in  2,834  county  Farm  Bureaus 
in  forty-nine  states  and  Puerto  Rico. 

Special  public  attention  has  recently  been  directed  to  the  federal  lands, 
particularly  the  "National  Resource  Lauds". 

Although  ideas  concerning  public  land  ownership  vary  widely  they  are  inter- 
preted by  the  individual  citizen  in  a  very  personal  sense.   The  aggregate 
of  these  private  attitudes  is  the  basis  of  the  various  special  interest 
segments  of  the  multiple-use  concept. 

The  multiple-use  concept  categorizes  resource  use  into  the  general  segments 
of  water,  soil,  wildlife,  timbor,  recreation  and  livestock  and  proposes  to 
manage  the  resource  in  such  a  way  as  to  recognize  and  enhance  each  segment 
as  much  as  possible.   Unfortunately,  each  segment  views  its  desires  as  pri- 
mary and  regards  other  uses,  with  varying  degrees  of  tolerance,  as  a  neces- 
sary evil,  or  at  least  an  inconvenience. 


Mr.  Curt  Burkeland,  Director  Jul^  10'  1974 
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In  this  Environmental  Impact  Statement  proposal,  the  Western  range  live- 
stock industry  and  the  United  States  Interior  Department  approach  an  im- 
portant public  decision.   The  issue  is  whether,  and  on  what  basis,  economic 
users  such  as  livestock  will  be  allowed  to  continue  to  use  public  lands. 
In  the  balance  hangs  the  fate  of  a  number  of  important  industries  which 
depend  upon  these  lands  for  their  very  existence.   These  industries  will 
survive  only  if  they  are  beneficial  to  the  environment  in  the  management 
of  "natural  resources  lands."  Use  cannot  be  justified  solely  on  the 
strength  of  tradition. 

The  role  of  domestic  livestock  grazing  in  the  management  of  natural  resources 
is  not  always  understood.   It  is  sometimes  held  that  livestock  grazing  is 
basically  a  consumptive  use  and,  therefore,  a  detrimental  influence  upon 
the  land.   In  reality,  grazing  by  livestock  provides  one  of  the  most  effi- 
cient and  effective  management  tools  available  for  the  development  and  utili- 
zation of  resource  values.   If  the  public  lands  are  to  be  managed  for  the 
greatest  benefits,  returns,  and  enjoyment  of  the  public,  then  it  is  impera- 
tive that  the  value  of  livestock  grazing  be  understood.   Environmental  impact 
statements  offer  official  mechanisms  for  public  review  and  understanding  of 
the  issues  in  federal  land  use. 

Farm  Bureau  was  a  major  proponent  of- the  Public  Land  Law  Review  Commission. 
The  findings  of  the  Commission's  multi-million  dollar  study  provided  a  body 
of  information  needed  not  only  for  more  intelligent  public  discussions  but 
to  initiate  federal  land  use  policy  changes.   An  important  finding  of  the 
PLLR  Commission's  range  study  was  that  the  federal  rangelands  were  improving 
and  that  livestock  grazing  was  not  only  beneficial  to  the  lands  but  also  con- 
stituted a  vital  rangeland  management  tool.   The  Commission's  study  revealed 
that  73%  of  the  federal  rangelands  could  be  substantially  improved  if  inten- 
sive management  were  provided  and  that  a  76%  increase  in  the  a.u.m. 's  (animal 
unit  months)  harvested  each  year  was  achievable.   To  attain  these  improvements, 
the  Commission  outlined  nine  major  range  recommendations  plus  fifteen  sub- 
recommendations  for  a  rangeland  program. 

In  1971  a  team  of  Utah  State  University  range  economists  completed  a  study 
entitled,  "The  Importance  of  Renewable  Grazing  Resources  on  Federal  Lands 
in  the  Eleven  Western  States."   Their  findings  substantiated  the  PLLR  Com- 
mission study  relative  to  the  potential  public  benefits  from  range  improve- 
ments. 

In  January,  1974,  a  special  range  study  was  made  by  the  Council  for  Agricul- 
tural Science  and  Technology.   The  concluding  paragraph  of  the  "Cast"  summary 
contains  the  following: 

"Experiments  and  widespread  experience  show  that  moderate  and 
planned  grazing  restores  protective  vegetative  cover  on  deteri- 
orated ranges,  thereby  reducing  accelerated  erosion  and  improv- 
ing wildlife  habitats.   Most  rangelar.d  is  better  suited  to  all 
types  of  use  today  than  it  was  before  1950." 


Mr.  Curt  Burkeland,  Director 
Bureau  of  Land  Management 


July  10,  1974 
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We  hope  that  these  studies  will  provide  a  favorable  foundation  of  sci- 
entific findings  for  an  objective  evaluation  of  the  environmental  im- 
pacts of  livestock  grazing  on  the  "National  Resource  Lands." 

Farm  Bureau  has  consistently  supported  a  multiple-use,  sustained-yield 
approach  to  the  management  of  federal  lands.   Our  members  recognize  that 
water  development,  fencing,  vegetative  manipulation,  grazing  practices, 
predator  management,  etc.,  each  have  environmental  impacts.   Quantifying 
the  resulting  environmental  alterations  as  to  whether  they  are  desirable 
or  undesirable  is  in  itself  a  responsibility  that  requires  highly  subjective 
judgment  in  many  areas. 

We  feel  that  the  statement  contains  an  especially  thorough  listing  of  un- 
36-1   desirable  impacts  caused  by  livestock  grazing.   In  contrast,  the  desirable 
benefits  to  the  environment  due  to  livestock  grazing  "National  Resources 
Lands"  are  modestly  reported.   The  statement  fails  to  adequately  emphasize  either 
the  benefits  or  the  long-range  losses  which  would  occur  if  livestock  grazing 
were  not  maximized  as  described  in  alternatives  (C)  and  (D) . 

We  believe  the  statement  would  more  accurately  describe  the  real  situation 
if  additional  data  were  presented  in  the  following  areas: 

A  supportable  estimate  of  the  number  of  acres  of  NRL  lands  now 
habitable  for  wildlife  that  have  been  enhanced  in  this  regard 
36-3         by  water  development  and  water  maintenance  activities  of  the  range 
livestock  permitees. 

-  A  projection  of  the  number  of  man-hours  and  the  increase  in  budget 
allocations  the  government  would  be  compelled  to  provide  if  stock- 
men were  not  on  the  lands  maintaining  and  servicing  existing  water 
stations  to  keep  the  springs  flowing  and  the  water  facilities 
operative  —  and  hauling  of  water  in  areas  of  no  water  facility  or 
when  springs  stop  flowing. 

-  A  measure  of  the  economic  benefit  to  nonagricultural  interests 
created  by  livestock  users'  management  of  vegetative  cover. 
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A  projection  of  the  economic  losses  to  wildlife  habitat  if  live- 
stock grazing  were  not  permitted. 

The  impact  on  deer  population  if  sheep  are  forced  off  of  private 
and  federal  rangelands  due  to  imbalanced  predator  management. 

The  economic  contribution  which  the  livestock  industry  makes  in 
firefighting,  rescue,  and  emergency  field  service  and  general 
information  service  to  the  visiting  public. 

Stockmen's  investment  in  predator  management  programs  and  the 
impacts  relative  to  wildlife  if  this  service  is  eliminated. 


Mr.  Curt  Burkeland,    rector  July  10   1974 
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-  The  adverse  tax-base  impacts  and  damages  to  capital  investments 
in  dependent  private  lands  if  the  use  of  federal  land  for  grazing 
is  reduced. 

-  The  inevitable  impact  on  free  grazing  of  private  lands  by  wildlife 
if  grazing  of  domestic  livestock  on  private  lands  is  intensified 
due  to  loss  of  NRL  as  rangelands. 


These  points  are  partially  identified  in  the  current  draft.   However,  they 
should  be  made  unmistakably  clear  by  the  addition  of  supportive  data. 

With  regard  to  "Consultation  with  Others"  (private  groups),  we  suggest  that 
Farm  Bureau  be  provided  an  early  opportunity  for  consultation  and  coordina- 
tion in  the  preparation  of  this  kind  of  statement.   Farm  Bureau  members' 
involvement  with  public  land  agencies  dates  back  many  years. 

Our  membership  represents  the  range  livestock  industry,  the  recreation  and 
wildlife  interests  of  agricultural  people,  plus  a  direct  concern  due  to  our 
members'  needs  for  feeder  cattle  and  feeder  sheep  which  are  produced  on 
federal  ranges.   Also,  our  members  produce  hay  and  feed  grains  that  are 
marketed  to  the  range  livestock  enterprises.   In  addition,  our  members  have 
an  intense  concern  relative  to  the  management  of  federal  lands  as  watersheds 
from  which  61%  of  the  water  resources  of  the  public  land  states  arise. 

Because  of  these  basic  interests,  Farm  Bureau  has  important  inputs  to  make 
in  the  consideration  of  policies  for  federal  lands.   We  request  the  oppor- 
tunity to  present  our  comments  and  recommendations  in  future  policy  proposals. 
This  is  especially  important  to  our  members  when  a  subject  as  important  as 
this  environmental  impact  statement  is  considered. 

In  conclusion,  we  believe  that  few  of  our  citizens  understand  the  years  of 
management  and  development  planning  necessary  to  achieve  optimum  production 
of  all  values  on  NRL  lands.   Farm  Bureau  members  support  a  balanced  program 
of  multiple-use  and  sustained  management.   Under  such  a  program  we  believe 
the  wildlife  habitat,  esthetics,  general  recreation  watershed  benefits  and 
domestic  livestock  grazing  can  all  be  enhanced.   We  also  believe  the  food  and 
fiber  production  from  these  federal  land  resources  constitute  a  vital  link 
in  the  livestock  production  processes  of  this  nation. 

We,  therefore,  respectfully  suggest  additions  to  this  statement  to  provide 
supportive  documentation  of  the  points  we  have  identified  as  economic  benefits 
that  would  be  lost  to  the  general  public  if  domestic  livestock  grazing  of  the 
"National  Resource  Land"  were  not  maximized. 

We  concur  with  the  range  scientists  of  this  nation  that  technology  now  exists 
by  which  such  improvements  can  be  achieved  while  protecting  and  preserving 
the  basic  environment. 

Sincere ly, 


Craig  L.    Thomas,    Director 
Natviral    Resources  Activities 
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36-1     The  statement  records  both  the  desirable  and  undesirable  impacts 
of  domestic  livestock  grazing.  Probably  the  latter  arouses  more 
emotion  in  the  public.  Perhaps  the  impacts  of  mismanagement  i.e., 
denuded  watersheds,  rill  and  gully  erosion,  sediment-laden  water, 
emaciated  cattle  and  the  absence  of  many  wildlife  species  are  more 
dramatic  and  noticeable  to  many  people  than  a  well-managed  range. 
The  latter  would  more  nearly  provide  watershed  protection,  a  more 
vigorous  and  productive  growth  of  vegetation,  greater  diversity 
and  cover  for  wildlife  species,  ample  forage  for  herbivores  and 
for  some,  a  more  pleasing  landscape. 

36-2     Benefits  foregone  from  failure  to  maximize  a  single  objective 
raises  the  issue  of  "opportunity  costs"  be  they  monetary  or 
nonmonetary.  Such  costs,  however,  must  be  net,  i.e.,  account  for 
benefits  from  alternative  uses.  Since  this  statement  is  predicated 
on  the  functional  application  of  the  Bureau's  planning  system, 
trade-offs  between  multiple  use  objectives  will  have  been  made 
before  an  AMP  is  implemented.  Therefore,  the  alternative  to 
maximized  livestock  grazing  must  be  judged  to  be  more  productive 
of  total  social  benefits  in  its  net  effect.  Such  an  alternative 
may  well  be  a  multiple  use  combination  with  livestock  grazing  at 
less  than  maximum  potential. 

36-3    No  reliable  estimate  is  available  on  the  amount  of  wildlife  habitat 
improved  by  water  developments  constructed  or  maintained  by  live- 
stock permittees.  These  improvements  are  recognized  to  be  of 
significant  benefit  to  wildlife  on  national  resource  lands. 

36-4     It  is  recognized  that  livestock  operators  contribute  many  man-hours 
and  dollars  to  the  maintenance  and  servicing  of  existing  water 
facilities  on  public  lands.  However,  it  would  be  difficult  to 
determine  the  number  of  man-hours  and  increase  in  budget  needed  by 
the  government  if  livestock  users  were  to  cease  maintaining 
existing  water  facilities.  However,  if  the  livestock  were  not 
utilizing  the  Federal  land,  it  is  questionable  that  the  number  of 
man-hours  and  dollars  presently  expended  by  the  users  would  have 
to  be  replaced  by  the  like  number  of  government  man-hours  and 
dollars  with  the  exception  of  those  resources  needed  to  develop 
and  maintain  water  facilities  for  wildlife,  wild  horses,  etc. 

36-5     It  is  quite  impossible  to  determine  an  accurate  dollar  value  for 
such  benefits.   First,  because  most  of  the  nonagricultural 
benefits  are  nonmonetary  in  nature  and  second,  it  would  be 
extremely  difficult  to  separate  the  livestock  user's  contribution 
from  the  total  number  of  factors  which  provide  nonagricultural 
benefits. 
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36-5     Many  environmentalists  and  wildlife  interest  groups  would  argue 
(cont.)  that  the  presence  of  livestock  grazing  on  the  national  resource 
lands  does  not  in  any  way  benefit  nonagricul tural  interests. 

36-6    No  reliable  estimate  available. 

36-7    If  all  sheep  are  removed  from  national  resource  lands,  new  predator- 
prey  relationships  would  occur.  The  wildlife  species  most  vulner- 
able to  predation  would  receive  increased  pressure  from  predators. 

36-8    The  economic  contribution  referred  to  is  not  pertinent  to  the 
subject  of  the  environmental  impact  of  livestock  grazing  on 
national  resource  lands. 

36-9    Stockmen's  investment  in  predator  management  is  recognized. 

However,  except  for  tax  levies  for  predator  control  programs  in 
designated  counties  which  are  a  matter  of  record,  data  is  lacking. 

36-10    Impacts  of  a  local  tax  base  need  not  always  be  adverse.  In  the 

limited  instances  where  grazing  may  be  reduced,  such  action  implies 
an  alternative  use  of  higher  social  value.  It  may  be,  depending  on 
the  alternative,  that  the  tax  base  may  actually  increase.  With 
regard  to  reduced  earning  on  capital  investment,  many  farm  manage- 
ment studies  have  shown  that  ranching  on  public  lands  returns  less 
to  private  capital  than  alternative  uses  for  equal  capital  funds. 
The  fact  that  ranchers  remain  in  business  and  ranches  continue  to 
sell  for  relatively  high  prices,  indicates  maximizing  returns  to 
capital  is  not  the  controlling  factor  in  ranch  operation.  The 
grazing  program  as  described  in  this  statement  will  result  in  a 
general  increase  of  grazing  (additional  AUM's);  any  reduction 
would  be  in  isolated  cases. 

36-11    The  situation  described  by  the  reviewer  would  probably  result  in 
less  private  lands  being  used  for  the  production  of  some  forms  of 
wildlife.  However,  this  may  be  offset  by  a  greater  production  of 
wildlife  from  national  resource  lands. 
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July  15,  1974 


Mr.  Curt  Berkland,  Director 
BUREAU  OF  LAND  MANAGEMENT 
Department  of  the  Interior 
Washington,  D.C.    20240 

Dear  Curt: 

Enclosed  please  find  the  joint  comments  of  the  Public  Lands  Council, 
the  ANCA,  and  the  National  Wool  Growers"  Association  on  the  draft  en- 
vironmental statement  on  livestock  grazing  management  on  national  resource 
lands. 

On  behalf  of  these  organizations,  we  very  much  appreciate  your 
having  granted  our  earlier  request  to  extend  the  period  of  time  for 
comments  on  the  draft  statement. 

Cordially, 

C.W.  McMillan 

Executive  Vice  President 

CWM/pas 
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COMMENTS  BY  THE  PUBLIC  LANDS  COUNCIL,  THE  ANCA  AND  THE  NATIONAL  WOOL 
GROWERS '  ASSOCIATION  ON  THE  DRAFT  ENVIRONMENTAL  IMPACT  STATEMENT  OF 
LIVESTOCK  GRAZING  ON  NATIONAL  RESOURCE  LANDS 


The  purpose  of  the  Draft  Environmental  Impact  Statement  (EIS)  is  to 
support  the  allotment  management  plan  system  which  was  implemented  in 
1969.   The  EIS  resembles,  more  than  anything  else,  a  document  prepared 
to  support  future  budgetary  requests. 

The  emphasis  is  placed  on  what  can  be  accomplished  in  the  future  if 
the  present  program  is  continued  or  intensified  (Alternatives  C  and 
D  in  Part  VIII ). 

Accordingly,  the  EIS  almost  totally  ignores  progress  made  under  the 
Taylor  Grazing  Act  from  1934  to  the  present.   The  accomplishments  under 
the  Act  by  both  the  Bureau  and  the  industry  are  minimized  to  the  point 
that  the  reader  must  come  to  the  conclusion  that  between  1934  and  1969 
the  Bureau  and  its  predecessor,  the  Grazing  Service,  engaged  in  a  cus- 
todial program  of  management  limited  to  the  issuance  of  permits  and 
leases  and  the  collection  of  fees  and,  that  the  lands  were  grazed  vir- 
tually without  supervision  by  the  Federal  agency. 

Particularly  objectionable  are  unqualified  statements  such  as  those 
appearing  on  page  1-4  which  it  is  said: 

"The  declining  condition  of  millions  of  acres  of 
rangeland  caused  by  overgrazing  during  the  past 
century  sets  the  state  for  needed  improvements. " 

The  statement  clearly  implies,  contrary  to  fact,  that  the  same  situation 
obtains  today  as  did  prior  to  the  turn  of  the  century  or  prior  to  1934. 
It  ignores  the  fact  that  the  Taylor  Act  was  enacted  to  correct  a  bad 
situation  and  that  overgrazing  has  been  substantially  controlled  under 
that  act  and  vast  areas  of  range  substantially  improved.   In  addition, 
no  mention  is  made  whatsoever  of  the  drought  conditions  of  the  late  20 's 
and  early  30' s  which  contributed  extensively  to  the  substandard  range 
conditions  in  many  areas. 

A  statement  such  as  the  one  quoted  above  can  and  will  be  taken  out  of 
context  and  the  inclusion  of  such  statements  in  the  EIS  does  a  disservice 
to  the  past  efforts  of  both  the  Bureau  and  the  livestock  industry. 
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On  page  1-7,  the  following  appears: 

"An  intensive  livestock  management  program  will 
enable  the  NRL  to  contribute  to  a  variety  of 
the  Nation's  needs  such  as  its  red  meat  supply, 
numbers  and  variety  of  wildlife  and  quality  of 
water.   This  will  be  accomplished  by  using  the 
grazing  allotment  management  plan  concept  within 
the  framework  of  BLM's  land  use  planning  system." 

The  fact  that  a  substantial  contribution  to  the  items  mentioned  has 
already  been  made,  and  continues  to  be  made  by  livestock  grazing 
on  NRL  is  ignored.   If  it  is  intended  to  say  that  the  contributions 
can  be  increased  through  implementation  of  a  more  intensive  allotment 
management  program,  then  the  statement  should  say  this,  giving  recogni- 
tion to  the  contribution  which  has  been  and  is  being  made. 

The  EIS  discusses  range  improvements  almost  solely  in  terms  of  pros- 
pective committments.   Little  or  no  recognition  is  given  to  improvements 
made  since  enactment  of  the  Taylor  Act  and  none  to  those  improvements 
which  have  been  made  by  the  livestock  industry. 

Under  each  of  the  chapters  describing  the  various  biomes  there  appears 
a  section  entitled  "Threatened  Wildlife."   There  is  no  explanation  for 
the  inclusions  of  such  paragraphs  and,  since  the  EIS  purports  to  dis- 
cuss generally  the  environmental  impact  of  livestock  grazing  on  NRL 
the  mere  presence  of  such  paragraphs  strongly  suggests  that  the  wild- 
life listed  are  threatened  by  livestock  grazing.   Unless  it  can  be 
clearly  and  conclusively  demonstrated  that  the  species  listed  is  threat- 
ened by  domestic  livestock  grazing,  it  is  inexcusable  to  make  that  in- 
ference in  the  impact  statement.   The  sections  ought  to  be  deleted  or 
substantially  revised  to  explain  fully  the  source  of  any  threat  to  any 
species  listed. 

While  the  statistics  used  in  the  report  may  be  correct,  they  are  fre- 
quently used  in  a  misleading  manner. 

One  of  the  more  questionable  uses  of  statistical  information  appears  in 
Part  VIII  in  the  discussion  of  Alternative  B-No  Grazing.   It  is 
said  that,  under  this  alternative  earnings  in  the  grassland  biome 
would  be  reduced  about  three  percent,  in  the  forrest  biome  about  two 
percent  and  in  the  desert  biome  about  7.6  percent.   It  is  further 
said  that  the  largest  absolute  impact  would  occur  in  the  Great  Basin 
region  of  the  desert  biome  where  a  0.6%  reduction  in  regional  personal 
income  would  take  place. 

These  statistics  would  make  it  appear  that  the  withdrawal  of  grazing 
from  the  NRL  would  have  an  insignificant  effect  on  the  area  economics. 
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Although  an  unexplained  "multiplier  factor"  is  applied  on  the  basic 
income  figures,  this  does  not  appear  to  t  ake  into  consideration  the 
true  added  value  of  the  income  derived  from  public  land  grazing  which 
would  include,  among  other  things,  federal,  state  and  local  taxes. 
Furthermore,  it  is  only  briefly  explained  that  the  regions  include 
some  substantial  metropolitan  areas  with  no  breakdown  being  made  to 
separately  demonstrate  the  economic  effect  of  the  removal  of  livestock 
grazing  from  NRL  in  the  rural  areas  as  opposed  to  the  total  regional 
area,  including  the  larger  urban  centers. 

The  first  sentence  in  Appendix  II-E  at  page  II-E-1  states: 

"Measures  of  income  and  related  population  change 
at  regional  and  biome  levels  indicate  economic  impact 
but  do  not  express  fully  the  dependence  of  rural 
areas  on  livestock  related  agriculture  and  the  role 
of  NRL  forage  production." 

The  quoted  statement,  as  pointed  out,  is  correct.   Yet,  notwithstanding 
this  recognition  that  the  statistics  used  do  not  present  a  true  picture, 
there  are  included  tables  such  as  that  appearing  on  page  III-A-4,  Table 
III-A-2,  which  estimates  that  the  income  effect  of  Alternative  B  (no 
grazing)  would  be  a  loss  of  $72,000,000  in  livestock  industry  earnings 
in  the  II  Western  States,  or  approximately  6.4%  of  the  total  livestock 
earnings  in  these  states. 

The  computations  in  the  table  appear  to  result  from  adjusting  income 
figures  strictly  in  relation  to  the  AUM  production  on  NRL,   The  assump- 
tion seems  to  be  made  that  the  loss  of  X  percent  of  the  present  level 
of  AUM  production  on  NRL  lands  will  result  in  a  loss  of  X  percent  of  live 
stock  earnings  in  the  same  region. 

It  could  well  be,  of  course,  that  the  loss  of  a  relatively  small  number 
of  AUM's  supplied  by  NRL  could  render  a  ranching  operation  uneconomical. 

The  hard  fact  is  that  there  is  no  true  way  of  demonstrating  the  true 
impact  of  Alternative  B  without  examining  the  effect  of  the  alternative 
on  the  total  ranching  operation  of  each  permittee. 

Thus  the  statistics  which  are  used  are  really  only  estimates  of  the 
minimum  effect  of  the  alternatives  and,  if  used  at  all,  should  speci- 
fically so  state. 
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The  statistics  used  throughout  the  EIS  on  forage  consumed  on  NRL  are 
given  in  terms  of  AUM's.   These  figures  do  not  include  animals  under 
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six  months  of  age,  effectively  ignoring  the  fact  that  the  majority  of 
NRL  permittees  are  breeder  operators  and  that  the  calves  they  sell, 
which  are  not  included  in  the  AUM  computations,  are  sent  to  feedlots  and 
are  a  significant  factor  in  the  total  meat  supply.   Thus,  the  figures 
used  do  not  reflect  the  true  contribution  of  the  NRL  to  the  total  nation- 
al production  of  meat. 

Table  1-4  is  a  table  of  estimated  forage  conditions  as  the  result  of  the 
projection  of  the  AMP  program  to  the  year  2000.   The  table  gives  no 
information  upon  which  to  base  a  judgment  as  to  any  improvement  in 
conditions  during  any  period  of  time  preceeding  1964.   The  table  shows, 
for  example,  that  84%  of  the  grazable  acreage  in  the  Grassland  biome 
was  in  good  to  fair  condition  as  of  1964.   However,  no  comparison  is 
made  to  prior  years.   Thus,  it  is  not  possible  to  tell  from  the  table 
whether  or  not  conditions  have  improved  since,  for  example,  1934  and 
the  enactment  of  the  Taylor  Act. 

The  table  shown  as  Appendix  II-A-2  is  deficient  in  the  same  respect. 
It  purports  to  show  overall  range  conditions  on  NRL  as  of  1964  but,  is 
compared  to  nothing  and,  therefore,  serves  no  useful  purpose. 

What  the  tables  do,  and  should  not,  is  support  the  idea  that  the  Bureau 
was  engaged  in  nothing  more  than  a  custodial  program  prior  to  1964-69,  and 
that  there  had  been  no  improvement  in  conditions  prior  to  that  time. 

The  draft  EIS  is  deficient  in  several  respects: 
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1.  The  statement  does  not  present  a  true  picture  of  the  management 

of  the  public  lands  for  grazing  under  the  authority  of  the  Taylor  Grazing 
Act.   It  does  not  indicate  that  conditions  did  improve  subsequent  to 
enactment  of  the  Taylor  Act  and  that  both  the  BLM  (and  its  predecessor 
Grazing  Service)  and  the  livestock  industry  made  substantial  contribu- 
tions to  improving  the  conditions  which  obtained  prior  to  1934.   In  this 
respect,  the  statement  does  a  disservice  to  the  livestock  industry. 

2.  The  statistical  information  used  in  the  EIS  is  used  in  such  a 
manner  as  to  give  an  incorrect  impression  of  both  the  economic  import- 
ance of  NRL  grazing  in  terms  of  contributions  to  area  and  regional  in- 
comes and  the  supply  of  meat  and  fiber. 

3.  Livestock  grazing  is  assigned  a  subsidiary  role  among  the  multiple 
uses.   The  negative  aspects  of  grazing  are  emphasized. 
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4.   The  statement  does  not  consider  the  total  environment.   The  emphasis 
is  primarily  on  the  physical  environment.   The  statement  does  not  explaii 
fully  the  impact  of  Alternative  B  -  No  Grazing,  in  that  it  does  not 
consider  and  explain  the  demands  which  would  be  placed  on  Non-NRL  were 
grazing  to  be  eliminated  from  NRL  and  whether  those  demands  for  substi- 
tute forage  could  be  met. 
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5.   Alternatives  A  (Custodial  management)  and  B  (no  grazing)  simply 
are  not  viable  alternatives.   Both  are  contrary  to  the  intent  of  the 
Congress  in  enacting  the  Taylor  Grazing  Act0   In  addition,  Alternative 
B  is  not  a  practical  alternative;  however,  it  is  unfortunately  true 
that  much  of  the  EIS  seems  desigend  to  support  this  alternative. 


The  EIS  should  be  revised  to  (1)  give  a  more  complete  history  of  the 
management  of  the  public  rangelands  both  before  and  since  the  Taylor 
Grazing  Act  (2)  demonstrate  the  improvements  which  have  occured  since 
enactment  of  the  Taylor  Act,  properly  crediting  the  livestock  industry 
with  its  contribution  to  those  improved  conditions  (3)  generally  revise 
the  use  of  statistical  information  so  that  it  more  properly  reflects 
the  impact  of  NRL  grazing  on  local  as  well  as  regional  economics  and 
the  correct  relationship  of  the  NRL  contribution  to  supplies 
of  food  and  fiber  and  (4)  offer  more  viable  alternatives  or,  at  a 
minimum,  eliminate  those  alternatives  which  are  not  viable. 
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37-1     See  item  6,  page  IX-9  of  the  EIS. 

37-2     See  item  2,  page  IX-6  of  the  EIS. 

37-3     Refer  to  reference  3,  page  1-24  of  the  EIS.  Discussion  on  page 
VII  of  The  Western  Range  should  satisfy  the  reviewer's  inquiry 
on  the  source  of  information  to  conclude  that  the  millions  of 
acres  of  rangeland  that  were  overgrazed  during  the  past  century 
sets  the  stage  for  needed  improvements. 

37-4     Some  of  the  more  common  wildlife  species  in  each  biome  have  been 
identified  in  the  text.  Those  species  of  wildlife  considered  on 
the  basis  of  current  knowledge  whose  continued  survival  may  be  in 
jeopardy  as  a  species  have  also  been  identified.  No  suggestion 
or  inference  is  provided  as  to  the  reason  these  species  are 
threatened.  A  deletion  of  the  threatened  species  from  the  text 
would  prevent  adequate  consideration  of  these  species  by  those 
who  are  to  judge  the  proposed  grazing  management  program. 

37-5     This  comment  is  responded  to  in  item  5a,  b  and  c,  pages  IX-7,  8 
and  9  of  the  EIS.  The  physical  product  contributed  to  the  live- 
stock industry  by  grazing  on  the  NRL  is  an  AUM;  evaluating  it  in 
terms  of  other  AUM's  is  a  standard  economic  procedure.  Personal 
income  levels  (derived  from  livestock  production)  associated  with 
levels  of  AUM  use  was  selected  as  a  basic  measure  because  it  best 
described  economic  impact  on  people  and  the  population  as  a  whole. 
Multiplier  effects  were  included  because  they  estimate  the  impact 
on  personal  income  in  sectors  of  the  economy  other  than  livestock 
production. 

37-6     Calves  under  6  months  of  age  are  accounted  for  in  AUM  calculations. 
A  cow  with  calf  is  computed  as  1.25  AUM's,  a  yearling  as  .75  AUM's, 
etc.  If  a  calf  is  removed  from  the  range  before  6  months  of  age, 
the  meat  produced  by  its  consumption  of  feed  at  full  AUM  levels  is 
produced  in  the  feedlot--not  on  NRL.  The  cow  does  not  enter  the 
meat  supply  until  she  is  culled;  therefore,  the  NRL  contribution 
to  the  meat  supply  through  the  calf  is  fully  accounted  for  in  the 
measurement  of  AUM's. 

37-7     Data  precedinq  1964  comparable  to  that  in  Tables  1-5  and  II-A-2 
are  not  available  for  the  national  resource  lands  prior  to  or  at 
the  time  of  enactment  of  the  Taylor  Grazing  Act.  In  addition, 
the  EIS  addresses  future  range  and  watershed  conditions  if  the 
management  program  is  implemented  as  presented.  The  purpose  of 
Table  II-A-2  is  to  show  condition  of  NRL  in  1964  (latest  data 
available) . 
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Key  No.  37 
Key  No. 

37-8     The  statement  does  not  assign  a  subsidiary  role  to  livestock 

grazing.  The  fact  that  140  million  acres  are  estimated  as  being 
suitable  for  livestock  grazing  and  is  the  basis  for  projecting 
the  increase  in  animal  unit  months  for  livestock  grazing  does 
not  support  the  comment. 


37-9     The  statement  deals  with  the  impact  of  grazing  on  national  resource 
land.  The  comment  is  outside  the  scope  of  this  impact  statement. 
See  also  items  9  and  10,  page  IX-12  of  the  EIS. 

37-10    See  item  10,  page  IX-12  of  the  EIS. 
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July  27,  t97^ 

Director 

BUREAU  OF  LAND  MANAGEMENT 

U.  S.  DEPARTMENT  OF  THE  INTERIOR 

Washington,  D.  C. 

Dear  Sir: 

Please  include  the  following  comments  in  the  final  version  of  "Livestock 
Grazing  Management  on  National  Resource  Lands",  your  environmental 
impact  statement  effort. 

Attempting  to  circumvent  the  intent  of  public  law  91-190  by  only 
preparing  one  impact  statement  covering  all  permits  under  BLM  jurisdiction 
is  to  be  spat  upon.  The  National  Environmental  Policy  Act  of  1969 
specifically  directs  executive  agencies  to  fully  evaluate  their  actions 
and  to  consider  alternatives  to  those  actions..  Combining  all  23,000  or 
2^,000  licenses,  permits  and  leases  in  one  statement  is  absurd,  at  best. 

The  optimum  procedure  for  grazing  impact  statements  is  to  prepare  a 
separate  and  complete  statement  for  each  grazing  district,  or  (to  fully 
comply  with  the  law)  for  each  permit.   Conditions  vary  from  district  to 
district  and  allotment  to  allotment.  While  no  grazing  would  be  the  best 
alternative  for  most  allotments  and  districts,  there  may  be  a  few  areas 
where  some  reduced  level  of  grazing  could  be  permitted  on  a  seasonal  and 
temporary  basis. 

Until  grazing  fees  are  raised  to  the  fair  market  level,  the  Bureau  should 
in  no  way  expend  funds  to  benefit  any  private  corporation,  business  or 
individual  permittee  at  the  expense  of  the  public  lands'  other  values* 
In  the  past  and  continuing  today,  federal  money  has  been  spent  to  build 
fences,  water  catchments,  roads  and  to  "treat"  the  land  by  destroying 
vegetation  with  bulldozers  and/or  herbicides.  Holding  a  permit  for  use 
of  federal  land  does  not  in  any  way  mean  that  the  stewards  of  that  land 
must  help  finance  that  permittee's  private  business.   Each  and  every 
permittee  should  pay  for  his  (or  her)  own  improvements  such  as  fences, 
herbicides  and  water  tanks. 

The  Arizona  Habitat  Association!  supports  alternative  B  —  no  grazing  — 
prohibit  domestic  livestock  grazing  as  a  multiple  use  on  NRL. 


Sincerely, 


Richard  L-  Small 
President 


A.H.A! 


Arizona  Habitat  Association 
Key  No. 
38-1     See  item  3,  page  IX-6  of  the  EIS. 
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Key  No.  39 

Safford,  Arizona 
16  July  1974 

TO:  Curt  Burklund,  Director 
Bureau  of  Land  Management 
Department  of  the  Interior 

FROM:  Steve  Bingham,  Chairman 

BLM  Lands  Committee  ,  Arizona  Wildlife  Federation 
Phoenix,  Arizona 

RE:  Draft  Environmental  Impact  Statement 

"Livestock  Grazing  Management  on  National  Resource  Lands" 

Dear  Sir: 

Because  of  the  vast  acreage  of  NRL  in  Arizona,  much  of  it  a 
fragile  desert  ecosystem  and  habitat  for  unique  species  of 
wildlife,  the  Arizona  Wildlife  Federation  is  extremely  inter- 
ested in  the  management  of  these  lands.  As  chairman  of  the 
BLM  Lands  Committee  of  the  AWF,  I  have  been  asked  to  comment 
on  the  present  and  proposed  management  of  these  lands  as 
described  in  the  Draft  Environmental  Impact  Statement, 
"Livestock  Grazing  Management  on  National  Resource  Lands". 

One  of  the  objectives  of  the  Arizona  Wildlife  Federation  is 
to  promote  improved  multiple  use  of  the  natural  resources 
of  Arizona.  Managed  grazing  by  domestic  livestock  is  recognized 
as  a  legitimate  and  compatible  use  of  public  lands.  Resolution 
Number  4,  1973  of  the  AWF  remains  policy  and  states: 

The  Arizona  Wildlife  Federation  urges  that  a  review  of 
all  Federal  and  State  Public  Lands  be  made  by  the  respective 
agencies  of  these  lands.  Where  the  range  shows  a  downward 
trend,  the  appropriate  agency  should  be  urged  to  reverse 
this  trend  through  proper  management  procedures,  and  if 
ranges  are  depleted  to  the  extent  that  management  or 
readjustment  of  stocking  rates  cannot  conceivably  reverse 


39-1 


this  trend,  all  livestock  should  be  removed  and  grazing 
terminated. 


for 


o 


39-2 


Grazing  systems  should  take  into  consideration  wildlife 
populations  which  have  unique  habitat  requirements  or  are 
physiologically  tied  to  a  small  home  range.  Rest-rotation 


The  management  plan  for  livestock  grazing  as  described  in  the 
EIS  would  be  generally  in  line  with  AWF  policy,  with  the 
acceleration  of  the  present  program  a  highly  desirable 
alternative.  We  are  strictly  opposed  to  the  policy  recom- 
mended by  the  U.S.  Public  Land  Law  Review  Commlsion,  that 
of  dominant  and  controlling  livestock  use  on  National 
Resource  Lands.  We  are  opposed  to  any  capitalization  of 
grazing  fees  or  any  other  concession  or  recognition  of 
grazing  interests  which  would  tend  to  establish  individual 
possessory  interest  or  right  to  grazing  on  NRL. 


The  impact  on  widlife  of  the  program  described  in  the  EIS 
depends  entirely  on  the  individual  allotment  management 
plans.  The  present  policy  of  writing  an  AMP  using  the  AUM 
of  the  current  permit,  rather  than  adjustment  of  the  AUM 
to  a  satisfactory  AMP  which  takes  into  consideration  wildlife 
values  may  be  politically  expedient,  but  has  no  place  in 
multiple  resource  management.  Livestock  numbers  must  be 
reduced  to  the  carrying  capacity  of  the  range,  with  due  regard 
for  wildlife  needs,  whatever  grazing  system  the  AMP  calls 


L 
! 
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grazing  systems,  while  apparently  satisfactory  on  some 
Natural  Resource  Lands  have  yet  to  be  proven  successful 
in  Arizona.  Studies  have  shown  this  type  of  grazing  system 
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cont. ) 
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may  be  highly  detrimental  to  Mearns  quail  populations,  and 
may  prove  to  be  Just  as  unsatisfactory  for  maintaining 
other  species  of  wildlife. 

The  combination  in  Arizona  of  cow-calf  livestock  operations, 
year  long  grazing,  no  requirement  for  a  land  base  for  an 
NRL  allotment  and  highly  variable  rainfall  from  year  to 
year  with  consequent  highly  variable  forage  production  makes 
an  AMP  based  on  average  forage  production  untenable.  Livestock 
numbers  cannot  be  changed  from  year  to  year  and  season  to 
season  as  can  be  done  in  other  areas*  A  grazing  system  of 
year  long  grazing  with  a  large  reduction  in  livestock  numbers 
matched  to  the  predicted  amount  of  forage  availaDle  in  the 
worst  drought  year  in  a  decade  may  well  be  an  AMP  that  is 
most  compa table  with  wildlife  resources  in  Arizona*  This  type 
of  system  would  be  the  qu'ckest  to  implement,  the  easiest  to 
manage,  and  would  accelerate  the  rehabilitation  of  Arizona 
ranges* 

Thank  you  for  the  opportunity  to  comment  on  this  EIS,  and  hope 
the  policy  and  Interests  of  the  Arizona  Wildlife  Federation 
will  be  taken  into  consideration* 

Sincerely,   1 

Steve  Bingham,  Chairman 
BLM  Lands  Committee 
Arizona  Wildlife  Federation 
PO  Box  1769 
Phoenix,  AZ  85OOI 
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Arizona  Wildlife  Federation 

Key  No.  39 


39-1     Authorizing  AUM's  of  grazing  under  an  AMP  must  be  consistent  with 
the  grazing  capacity  of  the  range.  There  is  no  BLM  policy  for 
approving  AMP's  that  would  authorize  use  in  excess  of  the  recog- 
nized grazing  canacitv. 

39-2     It  is  agreed  that  grazing  systems  should  (and  will)  consider  the 
needs  of  all  wildlife  populations  under  the  management  program 
presented  in  Part  I.  A  major  obstacle  has  been  the  lack  of  know- 
ledge concerning  habitat  requirements  for  various  wild  animals. 
Arizona  has  several  grazing  systems  in  operation,  includinq  rest 
rotation  systems,  and  these  have  proven  "successful"  at  least  for 
many  multiple  use  values.  The  desian  of  a  grazing  system  should 
include  the  habitat  requirements  of  Mearns  quail  or  any  other 
wildlife  species  that  are   identified  for  consideration  in  the 
objectives  of  the  allotment  management  plan. 

39-3     Variable  rainfall  and  variable  forage  production  are  not  unique 
to  Arizona  alone.  The  same  could  be  and  has  been  said  of  most 
other  states  as  well.  Flexibilitv  in  any  management  system  is 
necessary  to  cope  with  changing  weather  and  economic  conditions. 
There  are  several  options  available  to  the  resource  manager  and 
ranch  operator  if  livestock  numbers  must  be  changed  to  prevent 
overuse.  For  example,  animals  can  be  marketed,  moved  to  feedlots 
or  other  lands  can  be  leased  for  qrazinq. 

Several  possible  livestock  management  actions  are  available  to 
the  resource  manager  to  provide  compatibility  with  wildlife 
resources.  For  example,  reduction  in  numbers,  temporary  removal, 
changinq  the  season  of  use  and  desiqninq  a  qrazing  system  are  but 
a  few  of  the  alternatives. 
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2855  TELEGRAPH  AVENUE 
BERKELEY,  CALIFORNIA  94705 
TELEPHONE  (415)  644-7000 


ALLAN   GRANT 
President 


FREDERICK  J.   HERINGER 
1st   Vice-President 


HOWARD   WACKMAN,    II 
2nd  Vice-President 


RICHARD  W.    OWENS 
Secretary 


ROBERT   P.   SIMPSON 
Treasurer 


June  18,  1974 


Mr.  Curt  Burkeland,  Director 
Bureau  of  Land  Management 
Department  of  the  Interior  Building 
Washington,  D.C. 

Dear  Director  Burkeland: 

We  appreciate  the  opportunity  of  commenting  on  the  March,  1974,  Bureau  of  Land  Manage- 
ment's draft  environmental  impact  statement  for  livestock  grazing  management.   The 
draft  is  lengthy  and  time  consuming  to  read  and  understand.  We  request  that  the  dead- 
line be  extended  for  submitting  comments  on  the  draft. 

It  is  important  that  interested  livestock  organizations  have  an  opportunity  to  parti- 
cipate in  the  environmental  impact  statement.  We  wish  that  Farm  Bureau  had  had  a 
greater  opportunity  to  participate  with  the  Bureau  of  Land  Management  before  the  draft 
was  completed  and  released . 

Farm  Bureau  supports  the  multiple-use  concept  for  national  resource  lands.   Livestock 
grazing  on  these  lands  is  very  important  in  the  western  United  States.   The  public 
Land  Law  Review  Commission  Report  pointed  out  that  the  federal  range  lands  are  im- 
proving and  that  livestock  grazing  is  beneficial  and  is  a  vital  range  management  tool. 
This  report  also  indicated  that  the  federal  lands  could  be  improved  for  a  76%  increase 
in  the  animal  unit  months. 

We  feel  the  draft  statement  could  have  given  more  credit  for  the  work  done  by  the  per- 
mittees on  water  development  and  water  maintenance  which  also  benefits  wildlife  use. 
4U- I  More  recognition  could  be  given  for  the  concributions  made  by  permittees  relative  to 
improving  wildlife  habitat,  fire  fighting  and  predator  work  which  benefits  wildlife. 

There  would  be  severe  losses  to  local  communities  and  ranching  families  if  grazing  on 
the  national  resource  lands  becomes  too  restrictive  or  non-existent. 

We  feel  that  the  terms  and  conditions  for  grazing  on  these  lands  should  have  the  ob- 
jective of  improvement  and  that  such  improvement  should  result  in  increased  grazing  for 
domestic  livestock. 


We  thank  you  for  the  opportunity  of  expressing  our  views  relative  to  the  draft  state- 
ment. 


Sincerely, 


ALLAN  GRANT 
President 


AG:bk 


A 


California  Farm  Bureau  Federation 


Key  No. 

40-1     See  item  2,  page  IX-6  of  the  EIS 


Key  No.  40 


I 

L 
I 

I 
i 

I. 
L 
1 

[ 
I 

I 
I 
[ 
I 


.x_~ 


rri  urf 
ui'i  i  f 
•  r  if r  ' 

■JiJiiJLLii 


Key  No.   41 


BUREAU  FEDERATION 


2855  TELEGRAPH  AVENUE 
BERKELEY,  CALIFORNIA  94705 
TELEPHONE  (415)  644-7000 


ALLAN   GRANT 
President 


FREDERICK  J.    HERINGER 
1st  Vice-President 


HOWARD  WACKMAN,    II 
2nd  Vice-President 


RICHARD  W.    OWENS 
Secretary 


ROBERT   P.    SIMPSON 
Treasurer 


July  16,  1974 


Mr.  Curt  Burkeland,  Director 
Bureau  of  Land  Management 
Department  of  the  Interior 
Washington,  D.C.  20240 

Dear  Director  Burkeland: 


41-1 


41-2 


We  were  pleased  that  the  Bureau  of  Land  Management  has  extended  the  time  for 
commenting  on  the  Draft  Environmental  Impact  Statement. 

We  have  studied  the  review  by  the  task  force  of  the  Council  for  Agricultural 
Science  and  Technology  (CAST).  As  you  know,  the  CAST  review  was  prepared  by 
prominent  range  scientists  who  we  feel  were  very  objective  in  their  comments 
about  the  BLM  Impact  Statement. 

We  strongly  feel  that  the  alternatives  to  grazing  on  public  rangelands  would 
indeed  be  wasteful  of  the  national  resources  and  would  result  in  higher  costs 
of  red  meats  for  consumers.  We  feel  there  is  an  economic  benefit  from  grazing 
on  these  lands  for  the  nation's  population  and  it  is  of  enough  importance  to 
justify  grazing  as  one  of  the  beneficial  uses.  The  production  of  food  and  fiber 
is  a  most  valuable  use  of  federal  lands  and  should  therefore  have  a  top  prior- 
ity use.   Cessation  of  grazing  on  public  lands  would  also  be  less  economical  for 
producers  because  of  less  grazing  land  being  available  and  would  damage  the  local 
economies  of  many  communities  in  the  West. 

The  Draft  Environmental  Impact  Statement  appears  to  be  biased  against  livestock 
grazing  and  we  feel  that  this  is  unfortunate  since  there  are  many  people  who  are 
reading  the  Statement  and  will  be  more  convinced  than  ever  that  livestock  graz- 
ing should  be  diminished  or  curtailed. 


i; 


The  Statement  centers  on  a  rotational  grazing  system  and  we  feel  that  there  are 
definitely  other  parts  of  grazing  management  that  also  improve  the  range  condi- 
tion for  the  various  uses.  We  definitely  do  not  feel  that  grazing  should  be  elim- 
inated because  it  purportedly  competes  with  wildlife  and  other  purposes.  There 
are  statements  that  livestock  grazing  causes  soil  compaction,  water  runoff,  ero- 
sions, increased  shrub  density,  more  gullies,  increased  water  pollution  and  air 
pollution.  The  CAST  committee  states,  "that  livestock  properly  managed  are  no 
worse  or  no  better  than  the  native  and  exotic  wild  herbivores.  All  are  damaging, 
and  so  is  Man,  when  improperly  managed." 


Mr.  Curt  Burkeland  -2-  July  16,  1974 


The  CAST  committee  report,  on  pages  10  through  14,  lists  part-by-part  the  areas 
of  the  CAST  review,  that  have  been  challenged  or  questioned.   In  fairness  to 
livestock  grazers,  we  feel  that  there  should  be  a  re-write  of  the  draft  to  cor- 
rect some  of  the  misinformation  or  statements  that  have  been  challenged  by  range 
scientists  and  agricultural  organizations. 

In  conclusion,  we  wish  to  state  that  our  position  is  one  of  supporting  the  multiple 
use  concept  for  federal  lands.  We  feel  that  most  livestock  people  recognize  the 
importance  of  using  federal  lands  in  a  way  that  will  be  beneficial  for  many  years 
to  come . 

Sincerely, 

ALLAN  GRANT 
President 

AG/rdl 

cc :  Leonard  Johnson 


California  Farm  Bureau  Federation 

Key  No.  41 
Key  No. 

41-1     See  item  1,  page  IX-5  of  the  EIS. 

41-2    Some  pictures  and  references  do  indeed  center  on  "rotational 
grazing  systems."  These  are  some  of  the  most  common  sources 
available  for  reference  in  the  document.  Some  of  the  "rotational 
grazing  systems"  provide  more  pronounced  response  in  the  vegetative 
resource  than  simpler  management  actions.  Page  1-2  of  the  EIS 
provides  a  list  of  other  management  actions  which  might  be  required 
for  improved  livestock  grazing  management,  depending  on  the 
situation.  Page  1-3  and  Table  1-1  also  discuss  and  list  supportive 
measures  which  might  be  implemented  to  improve  range  vegetation 
conditions. 


I 
[ 


I 


Key  No.   42 


COLORADO 

CATTLEMEN'S 

ASSOCIATION 


SUITE   220   LIVESTOCK    EXCHANGE   BUILDING    /     DENVER,   COLORADO   802 1 6     / 

July   15,    1974 


TELEPHONE    623-4347 


Board  of  Control 


JARLES  BRADLEY 
President 

Colorado  Springs  80906 

:e  spann 

1st  Vice  President 
Gunnison  81230 

DB  BURGHART,  JR. 
2nd  Vice  President 

Colorado  Springs  80902 

.EY  KOHLMAN 
2nd  Vice  President 
Walden  80480 

)DIE  DUNLAP 
Treasurer 
Eads  81036 

.  A.  "PAT"  FERREE-N.  E.  'A 
Livermore  80536 

HARLES  deGANAHL-N.  W.  1/4 
Yampa  80483 

DBERT  SHOEMAKER-S.  E.  1/4 
Canon  City  81212 

UVRENCE  PHELPS-S.  W.  1/4 
Gunnison  81230 

ENNETH  CLARK 
Member  at  Large 
La  Junta  81050 

)HN  BENTON 

Immediate  Past  President 
Burns  80426 

HLPH  YODER 
Past  President 
Karval  80823 

iCK  ORR 
Past  President 
Kremmling  80459 

ATE  PATTON 
Past  President 
Canon  City  81212 

ICTOR  HANSON,  JR. 
Past  President 
Walden  80480 


Mr.  Curt  Berklund 

Director,  Bureau  of  Land  Management 
Department  of  the  Interior 
Washington,  D.  C.  20240 

Dear  Mr.  Berkland: 

Our  Board  of  Control  and  Federal  Lands  Committee  have  reviewed 
in  detail  the  general  comments  which  have  been  prepared  by  the 
Public  Lands  Council  on  the  Bureau  of  Land  Management's  Draft 
Environmental  Impact  Statement  on  Livestock  Grazing  Management 
on  National  Resource  Lands. 

We  are  in  full  agreement  with  these  comments.   In  addition,  our 
Federal  Lands  Committee  would  like  to  call  your  attention  to 
some  additional  statements.   (Copies  of  both  comments  attached.) 

Thank  you  for  your  consideration. 


Sincerely  yours, 


_  -SL4lS-cj£&-*> 


Charles  H.  Bradle 
President 


David  G.  Rice,  Jr. 
Executive  Vice  Pres. 


Lawrence  Phelps 
Chairman,  CCA  Federal 
Lands  Committee 


U^- 


AVID  G.  RICE,  JR. 
Executive  Vice  President 
Denver  80216 

HRRY  G.  AUSTIN 
Executive  Secretary 
Denver  80216 

IKE  SWEET 
Editor,  Cattle  Guard 
Denver  80216 

IMES  T.  FERRIS 
Director,  Insurance  Program 
Denver  80216 


Enclosures 


COMMENTS  FROM  THE  COLORADO  CATTLEMEN'S  ASSOCIATION'S 
FEDERAL  LANDS  COMMITTEE 


1.  That  grazing  on  public  lands  is  a  public  asset. 

2.  That  many  long-time  grazing  experiments  have  shown  that  ranges 
actually  improve  while  being  utilized  by  domestic  livestock  under 
intensive  management  systems,  including,  but  not  limited  to,  increased 
vegetation  cover,  improved  plant  species  composition,  improved  soil 
fertility  and  soil  structure,  increased  yield  of  high-quality  water, 
reduced  fire  dangers,  and  improved  cover  for  mating  sites  and  enhanced 
food  supplies  which  benefit  upland  game  birds  and  big  game  animals. 

3.  That  livestock  grazing  of  public  lands  represents  about  eight  (8) 
percent  of  the  total  beef  grazing  cattle  and  about  forty-two  (42) 
percent  of  the  sheep  in  the  United  States,  and  a  gross  product  income 
of  approximately  585  million  dollars  annually  to  the  United  States  and 
about  525  million  dollars  annually  to  the  eleven  (11)  western  range 
states. 

4.  That  in  the  past  the  livestock  industry  has  contributed  on  about  a 
fifty  (50)  to  fifty  (50)  percent  basis  with  the  federal  government  for 
most  range  improvements. 

5.  That  maintenance  of  range  improvements  has  largely  been  a  responsibility 
of  the  individual  permittee. 

6.  That,  therefore,  to  ensure  continued  processing  of  a  valuable  renewable 
source  for  human  food  and  maintaining  the  range  resource  in  optimum  and 
sustained  production,  it  is  vitally  important  that  we  sustain  the  present 
system  of  grazing  on  public  lands. 
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The  thttust  of  the  Imcact  Statement  is  to  support  the  allotment 
management  plan  system  which  ws  implemented  in  1969.  In  this  respect, 
the  statement  resembles,  more  than  anything  else,  a  document  prepared 
to  support  future  budgetary  requests. 

The  emphasis  is  placed  on  what  can,  or  night  be  accomplished  in  the 
future  if  the  present  allotment  management  program  is  continued  or 
intensified, 

Accordinrly,  the  statement  almost  totally  ignores  progress  made  under 
the  Taylor  Grazing  Act  from  193^  to  the  present.  The  accomplishments 
under  that  Act  by  both  the  Bureau  and  the  livestock  industry  are 
minimized  to  the  noint  that  the  casual  reader  must  come  to  the  conclus- 
ion that  between  i95*t  and  1969  the  bureau  engaged  in  a  custodial  pro- 
gram limited  to  the  issuance  of  permits  and  leases  and  the  collection 
of  fees  and  that,  once  a  permit  or  lease  had  been  issued,  the  land 
was  grazed  virtually  without  supervision  or  interference  from  the 
Bureau. 

Particularly  objectionable  are  unqualified  statements  such  as  those 
appearing  on  page  I-k  in  which  it  is  saidr 

"The  declining  condition  of  millions  of  acres  of  rangelands 
caused  by  overgrazing  during  the  past  century  sets  the  stage 
for  needed  imprcvnents. 

Scientific  research  shovs  that  overgrazing  has  been  so  wide- 
spread that  a  lessening  of  grazing  intensity  or  shortening  of 
season  of  use  commonly  leads  to  appreciable  improvement." 


he  past  century  includes  the  period  l87*f  to  1974*  The  statement 
learly  implies,  contrary  to  fact,  that  the  same  situation  prevaili 


Th 

c 

today  as  in  18?^.  It  ignores  the  fact  that  the  Taylor  Grazing  Act 

was  enacted  to  correct  the  situation  which  obtained  prior  to  193*f 

and  that,  under  that  Act,  overgrazin"  has  been  substantially  controlled 

and  vast  areas  of  rar.gelands  have  been  substantially  improved.  In 

addition,  no  mention  what soever  is  made  of  the  drought  conditions  of 

the  late  1920' c  and  early  193^'s  which  contributed  extensively  to  the 

substandard  range  conditions  which  existed  in  many  areas* 

The  tone  of  the  Impact  Statement  is  set  by  these  misleading  statements, 
which  do  a  disservice  to  the  past  efforts  of  both  the  ^ureau  and  the 
livestock  industry.  It  is  simply  not  true,  as  the  quoted  statements 
clearly  imply,  that  the  trend  for  ICO  years  has  been  a  declining 
condition  with  little  or  nothing  being  cone  to  reverse  that  trend 
until  implementation  of  the  present  program  in  1969. 

On  page  1-7  the  following  appears: 

"An  intensive  livestock  management  program  will  enable  the 
KRL  to  contribute  to  a  variety  of  the  ration's  needs  such 
as  its  red  meat  supply,  numbers  and  variety  of  wildlife 
and  quality  of  water.  This  will  bo  accomplished  by  using 
the  grazing  allotment  management  plan  concept  within  the 
framework  of  3LK*s  land  use  planning  svstea." 
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has  already  beer  made  ?"d,"?^^^dt?0^ay  that  this  contribution 

r/he  increased  "hrou"  inn  eSion  of 'the  all.taent  -».««»t 
can  b«in""-^e"^t„..nt- sh0uld  say  that,  but,  giving  recognition 
jrfhr.ontrl^on^hlch  has  been  and  is  being  nade. 

While  the  statistics  used  in  the  impact  statement  may  well  be  correct, 
they  are  frequently  used  in  a  misleading  manner. 

Perhaps  the  most  questionable  use  of  statistics  appears  in  Part  VIII, 
in  the  discussion  of  Alternative  3-  No  Grazing.  It  is  said,  for 
example,  that,  under  this  alternative  earnings  in  the  grassland  biome 
would  be  reduced  about  three  per  cent,  in  the  forest  biome  about  two 
per  cent  and  in  the  desert  biome  about  7.6  per  cent.  It  is  further 
stated  that  the  largest  absolute  impact  would  occur  in  the  Great  Basin 
re'icn  of  the  desert  bio^e  where  a  o 
incone  would  occur. 


r>  .  C.     n^r- 


cent  redaction  in  personal 


These  statistics,  taken  together  with  those  appearing  throughout 
the  impact  statement  which  relate  only  the  total  number  of  AUM's 
on  j'iPl'  to  the  total  ar.ount  of  forage  consumed  in  the  several  biomes 
would  make  it  appear  that  the  withdrawal  of  grazing  from  the  2.RL  would 
have  an  insignificant  effect,  both  on  area  income  and  on  the  total 
meat  production. 

These  statistics  ignore  such  things  as  the  added,  value  of  the  personal 
income  which  would  be  lost  by  the  elimination  of  grazing  on  KRL. 
Only  sporadically  and  briefly  is  it  explained  that  there  are  a  number 
of  metropolitan  centers  in  the  areas  described.  There  is  then,  no 
breakdown  which  demonstrates  separately  the  economic  impact  on  the 
rural  sre-as  which  would  occur  through  the  elimination  of  livestock 
grazing  on  I.ftL  as  opposed  to  the  impact  on  the  total  area,  including 
the  urban  centers. 

The  statistics  on  forage  consumed  on  KRL  is  given  in  terms  of  AUM's, 
which  does  not  include  animals  under  six  months  of  age,  effectively 
ignoring  the  fact  tha*  the  majority  of  the  permitteesfare  breeder 
operators  and  that  the  calves  they  sell  and  which  are  sent  to  feed 
lots  are  a  significant  factor  in  the  total  moat  supply.  These  calves, 
of  course,  do  not  appear  in  the  calculations  of  AUM's  supolied  on 
KRL. 
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The  statement  does  not  explain  the  relation  of  KRL  grazing  to  individual 
ranching  operations.  In  may  instances,  the  KRL  grazing  is  vital  to 
the  total  operation  and  without  it,  even  thourh  the  number  of  AUM's 
of  grazing  on  KRL  lands  may  be  much  less  than  the  AUM's  grazed* on 
The  permittee's  private  lands,  the  ranch' ng  unit  could  not  be  economic- 
ally operatea  without  the  AUM's  of  grazing  on  the  KRL.  Thus,  a  total 
reduction  of  income  from  grazing  could  occur,  even  though  the  statistics 
used  would  indicate  only  a  partial  income  reduction  from  the  loss  of 
grazing  privileges  on  KRL  lands. 
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Another  unfortunate  use  of  etatistics  occurs  in  Table  1-4,  page 
1-13  and  also  in  Appendix  II-A-2,  page  II-A-2. 

Table  1-4  is  a  table  of  estimated  forage  conditions  as  the  result 
of  the  projection  of  the  AMP  program  to  the  year  2000,  The  table 
gives  no  information  upon  which  to  base  a  judgment  as  to  any  improve- 
nent  in  conditions  during  ar.y  oeriod  of  time  preceeding  1964. 
If,  fo^  examole,  3C  o:    the  grazable  acreage  in  the  Grassland  Biome 
is'in  good  to  fair  condition  as  of  1964,  there  is  no  way  to  determ- 
ine v.hether  the  situation  has  improved  or  not  since,  for  example 
the  tine  of  enactment  of  the  Taylor  Act. 

The  table  shown  as  Appendix  II-A-2  is  deficient  in  the  same  respect. 
This  table  purports  to  show  the  overall  range  condition  on  KRL 
as  of  1964.  It  ir  compared  to  nothing  and,  therefore,  serves  no 
useful  purpose. 

While   it  can  be  appreciated  that  the  purpose  of  the  statement  is  to 
support  the  continuance  of  the  allotment  management  program  which 
was  first  implemented  in  1969,  the  fact  is  that  the  statement  appears 
to  indicate  throughout  that,  contrary  to  fact,  until  1969  3LM  had 
been  conducting  the  type  of  custodial  program  described  in  Alternative 
A  under  Fart  VIII.  Fart  I,  the  "Description   of  the  Program"  does 
not  indicate  that  the  statement  is  limited,  ~uite  the  contrary, 
the  clear  implication  of  the  first  portion  of  Part  I  is  that  the 
impact  statement  is  discussing  the  total  3LM  livestock  grazing 
management  program  from  its  inception  and  not  just  from  1969* 

The  statement  discusses  range  improvement  funds  "l-.ost  solely  in 
terns  of  prospective  committments.  Little  or  no  recognition  is 
given  to  improvements  since  enactment  of  the  Taylor  Act  and  none 
to  these  improvements  made  by  the  livestock  industry. 

Under  each  of  the  chapters  describing  the  various  biomes  there 
appears  a  paragraph  headed  "Threatened  V.'ildlife".  There  is  no 
explanation  for  the  inclusion  of  such  paragraphs  and,  since  the 
statement  purports  to  described  generally  the  environmental  impact 
of  grazing  or  h'PL  the  "ere  inclusion  of  such  paragraphs  implies 
that  the  species  listed  as  threatened  are  so  because  of  livestock 
grazing.  Unless  it  is  clearly  ana  conclusively  demestrated  that 
the  listed  species  are  threatened  by  domestic  livestock  grazing, 
it  is  inexclusabls  to  make  that  inference  in  the  impact  statement 
and,  if  both  livestock  grazing  and  other  factors  contribute  to  a 
threat  to  any  species,  the  nature  of  the  threat  fro:.:  all  sources 
ought  to  be  stated. 


The  Impact  Statement  should  be  revised  to  (1)  give  a  more  complete 
history  of  the  management  of  the  public  rar.gelnnds  both  before  and 
since  enactment  of  the  Taylor  Act  (2)  demonstrate  the  improvements 
which  havr  occured  since  the  Taylor  A^t,  properly  crediting  the 
livestock  industry  with  its  contribution  to  improvements,  including 
the  voluntary  r  auction  of  herds  when  conditions  required  reductions 
and  (3)  generally  revise  statistics  so  that  they  more  properly  re- 
flect (a)  the  impact  of  1,'PL  grazing  on  local  as  well  as  rerional 
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economies  and  (b)  the  correct  relationship  of  the  KRL  contribution 
to  supplies  of  food  and  fiber. 

The  impact  statement  uses  some  statistical  tables  apparently  merely 
as"dress  up". 

The  first  sentence  in  Appendex  II-L  at  page  II-E-1  states: 

"Measures  of  income  and  related  population  change  at 
regional  and  biome  levels  indicate  economic  impact, 
but  do  not  express  fully  the  dependency  of  rural 
areas  on  livestock  related  agriculture  and  the  role 
of  NRL  forage  production." 

Notwithstanding  this  clear  recognition  that  the  statistics  being  used 
do  not  present  a  true  picture,  there  are  included  tables  such  as 
thrt  appearing  on  -pase   HI-A-k,  Table  III-A-2,  which  estimates  that 
the  income  effect  of  Alternative  3  (no  grazing)  would  be  a  loss  of 
S?2,O0C,O00  in  livestock  industry  earnings  in  the  11  V/estern  States, 
or  approximately  6.4%  of  the  total  livestock  industry  earnings  in 
these  states. 

The  computations  appear  to  result  from  adjusting  the  income  figures 
strictly  in  relation  to  the  AUM  production  on  NHL. 

The  assumption  seems  to  be  made  that  the  loss  of  x  per  cent  of  the 
present  level  of  AUM  production  on  NI<L  lands  will  result  in  a  loss 
of  x  per  cent  of  livestock  industry  earnings  in  the  same  region. 

Yet,  the  quoted  statement,  as  well  as  others  in  the  EIS  demonstrate 
the  invalidty  of  the  methods  of  computation  used  to  arrive  at  the 
figures  used  in  Table  III-A-2,  as  well  as  similar  statistics  used 
throughout  the  report. 

As  previously  pointed  out,  it  could  well  be  that  the  loss  of  a  small 

per  centage  of  AUM's  fro-  :;?!  lands  could  result  in  a  non-economic 

ranching  operation  as  opposed  to  an  economic  unit  were  the  KBL  AUM's 
available. 

The  fact  is  that  there  is  probably  no  way  of  demonstrating  the  true 
impact  of  Alternative  3  without  examining  the  effect  of  the  alternative 
on  the  total  ranching  operation  of  each  ir.dvividual  permittee. 

Thus,  the  statistics  used  are  really  only  estimates  o*   the  -<n<-ua 
g£fects  of  each  of  the  alternatives  and,  if  used  at  all,  ournt  to 
specifically  so  state. 


i   \     ?HPf;:  thS  flnaal  ±r'vact   statement,  it  ourht  to  keep 
im  mindthe  fact  that  the  statement  is  not  an  internal  use  document. 

i®i  ^fteaQ'  an  official  document  whic.i  will  be  released  to  and 
used  hy  the  public.  It  will  be  used  extensively  by  those  who  would 
eliminate  graz->n?*  on  th'  -u^li-  i-r,Hc   tc  *-i,  ;.,. 

Sou^S  11^11^   Md  "»  *"««<>=•«.  ctate^tA,  .S^le^' 
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Colorado  Cattlemen's  Association 

Key  No.  42 


42-1 

See  item  6, 

42-2 

See  item  2, 

42-3 

Refer  to  re 

page  IX-9  of  the  EIS. 

page  IX-6  of  the  EIS. 

Refer  to  reference  3,  page  1-24  of  the  EIS.  Discussion  on  page 
VII  of  The  Western  Range  should  satisfy  the  reviewer's  inquiry  on 
the  source  of  information  to  conclude  that  the  millions  of  acres 
of  rangeland  that  were  overgrazed  during  the  past  century  sets 
the  stage  for  needed  improvements. 

42-4  This  is  a  statement  from  the  published  literature. 

42-5  See  response  to  comment  37-5. 

42-6  See  response  to  comment  37-6. 

42-7  See  item  5a,  page  IX-7  of  the  EIS. 

42-8    Data  preceding  1964  comparable  to  that  in  Tables  1-5  and  II-A-2 
are  not  available  for  the  national  resource  lands  prior  to  or  at 
the  time  of  enactment  of  the  Taylor  Grazing  Act.  In  addition, 
the  EIS  addresses  future  range  and  watershed  conditions  if  the 
management  program  is  implemented  as  presented.  The  purpose  of 
Table  II-A-2  is  to  show  condition  of  NRL  in  1964  (latest  data 
available) . 

42-9    The  statement  does  not  intend  to  take  any  credit  away  from  the 
livestock  industry  for  improvements  made  toward  improving  range 
conditions  since  the  Taylor  Grazing  Act  was  passed  until  the 
allotment  management  program  was  implemented.  The  statement 
simply  deals  with  the  present  situation  as  far  as  the  grazinq 
program  is  applied  to  national  resource  lands.  See  further 
comments  under  item  2,  page  IX-6  of  the  EIS. 

42-10    Some  of  the  more  common  wildlife  species  in  each  biome  have  been 
identified  in  the  text.  Those  species  of  wildlife  considered  on 
the  basis  of  current  knowledge  whose  continued  survival  may  be  in 
jeopardy  as  a  species  have  also  been  identified.  No  suggestion  or 
inference  is  provided  as  to  the  reason  these  species  are  threatened 
A  deletion  of  the  threatened  species  from  the  text  would  prevent 
adequate  consideration  of  these  species  by  those  who  are  to  judge 
the  proposed  grazing  management  program. 

42-11    See  response  to  comment  37-5. 


Key  No.   43 


Lsolotado     l/Uool   LJtcwets  ct1**o elation 

31  1  Livestock  Exchange  Building 

Phone  222-3079 

Denver,  Colorado  80216 


July  12,    1974 


Curt  Burklund 

U.  S.  Department  of  Interior 
Bureau  of  Land  Management 
Washington,  D.  C.   80240 


Re:   Draft  Environmental  Impact 

Statements  on  Livestock  Grazing 
on  National  Resource  Lands. 


Dear  Mr.  Burklund: 

The  Colorado  Wool  Growers  Association  wishes  to  go  on  record  as  concurring 
with  the  briefs  submitted  by  the  Public  Lands  Council  and  Nick  Theos,  Chair- 
man of  the  Public  Lands  Committee  of  the  Colorado  Wool  Growers  Association. 

Colorado  Wool  Growers  Association  would  like  to  take  this  opportunity  to 
stress  the  fact  that  grazing  on  public  lands  is  a  public  asset.   Experiments 
have  shown  that  ranges  improve  while  being  utilized  by  livestock  under  the 
present  management  systems. 


Thank  you  for  your  consideration. 


Sincerely, 


/ 


/ 


'X^ti^^c 


?h .  ^z)/u-<^t<y 


June  M.  Brown 

Acting  Executive  Secretary 
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CONIFEROUS  FOREST  BIOME 

U.S.    ANALYSIS    OF    ECOSYSTEMS 
INTERNATIONAL    BIOLOGICAL    PROGRAM 


August  13,  197^ 


44-1 


44-2 


Ms.  Kay  W.  Wilkes,  Chief 
Division  of  Range 
U.  S.  Department  of  the  Interior 
Bureau  of  Land  Management 
Washington,  D.  C.   29240 

Dear  Ms.  Wi 1 kes 

Thank  you  very  much  for  the  opportunity  to  review  the  Draft  Environ- 
mental Impact  Statement  for  Livestock  Grazing  on  National  Resource 
Lands.    My  comments  are  slightly  delayed  but  may  still  be  of  some 
interest  or  value  to  you. 

Overall  the  document  is  very  comprehensive  and  has  performed  a  useful 
service  in  describing  the  various  kinds  of  environments  on  the  grazing 
lands  of  the  United  States.   It  is  also  encouraging  to  see  the  Biome 
concept  employed  for  this  purpose  and  use  made  of  some  of  the  informa- 
tion accumulated  by  the  various  Biomes  in  the  range  areas  of  the  United 
States. 

From  another  point  of  view  this  reader  acquires  the  impression  that  the 
statement  does  not  give  a  balanced  view  of  the  potential  use  of  these 
lands.   For  example  considerable  emphasis  is  put  on  the  negative  effects 
of  domestic  livestock  grazing  and  the  need  to  control  numbers.   On  the 
other  hand  about  all  I  can  find  regarding  wild  horses  and  burros  is  how 
the  environment  is  going  to  be  improved  for  them.   Population  dynamics 
dictates  that  if  the  environment  is  improved  number  will  increase  and 
problems  will  result.   Unless  I  misread  it,  I  saw  no  evidence  of  a 
concern  for  the  control  of  wild  horses  and  burros  and  no  method  of 
managing  them. 

A  similar  philosophy  seems  evident  in  a  brief  discussion  on  frail  soils. 
Domestic  stock  presumably  will  be  kept  off  these  soils  but  no  mention 
is  made  of  concentrations  of  other  animals  which  could  occur  on  these 
so  i  1  s . 

I  also  do  not  find  a  very  comprehensive  analysis  of  the  positive  and 
negative  impacts  of  the  alternatives  to  the  livestock  grazing  management 


BIOME     CENTRAL    OFFICE 


UNIVERSITY    OF     WASHINGTON 


SEATTLE,     WASHINGTON     98195 


TELEPHONE     (206)     543-2757 


Ms.  Kay  W.  Wilkes 
August  13,  1974 


program.   I  think  the  document  must  do  this  and  would  hope  that  a 
final  version  vj\  1  1  contain  such  an  analysis. 


S  incereJLy 


Stanley   P.    Gessel 
Di  rector 


SPG:bn 


Coniferous  Forest  Biome 

Key  No.  44 
Key  No. 

44-1     Text  revised.  See  page  1 1 1-32  of  the  EIS. 

BLM  recognizes  the  rate  of  increase  of  wild  horses  and  burros  on 
national  resource  land.  However,  as  Table  1-8  of  the  EIS  indi- 
cates, based  on  present  policy  and  available  data,  it  is  not  the 
intent  of  the  Bureau  to  increase  wild  horse  and  burro  populations 
above  the  estimated  numbers  that  existed  at  the  time  PL92-195  was 
enacted  in  1971.  As  data  on  wild  horses  and  burros  are  refined 
and  management  plans  are  adopted,  the  problem  of  increased 
numbers  of  wild  horses  and  burros  will  be  confronted. 

Also  see  items  1  and  9,  page  IX-5  and  IX- 1 2  of  the  EIS. 

44-2    Since  this  EIS  deals  with  the  subject  of  livestock  grazing,  it 
was  not  within  the  purview  of  this  statement  to  discuss  other 
impacts  on  frail  soils. 


; 


Key  No.   45 


CAST 


COUNCIL  FOR  AGRICULTURAL  SCIENCE  AND  TECHNOLOGY 


American  Forage  and 
Grassland  Council 

American  Society  for 
Horticultural  Science 

American  Society  of 
Agronomy 

American  Society  of 
Animal  Science 

Association  of  Official 
Seed  Analysts 

Council  on  Soil  Test- 
ing and  Plant  Analysis 

Crop  Science 
Society  of  America 

Poultry  Science 
Association 

Society  of 
Nematologists 

Soil  Science  Society 
of  America 

Weed  Science  Society 
of  America 


June  10,  1974 


Agronomy  Deparumenc 
Iowa  State  University 
Ames,  Iowa  50010 
Phone  SI 5-294-2036 


Mr.  Robert  Jones 

Bureau  of  Land  Management 

Room  5543 

18th  and  C  Streets,  NW 

Washington,  D.  C.   20240 

Dear  Mr.  Jones: 

Enclosed  are  two  copies  of  a  review  of  BLM's  "Draft  Environmental 
Impact  Statement:  Livestock  Grazing  Management  on  National  Resource 
Lands."  The  review  was  prepared  by  a  task  force  of  the  Council  for 
Agricultural  Science  and  Technology.  We  appreciate  the  opportunity  to 
review  the  document  and  hope  that  the  comments  of  our  task  force  will  be 
found  helpful  in  preparing  a  revised  version. 

Sincerely  yours, 


Charles  A.  Black 
Executive  Vice  President 


Enclosures 

cc:  Task  force 
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Review  of  the 
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PREFACE 


This  review  of  the  Bureau  of  Land  Management's  March,   197U,    "Draft 
Environmental  Impact  Statement:     Livestock  Grazing  Management  on  Natio- 
nal Resource  Lands"  is  the  collective  effort  of  a  task  force  of  the 
Council  for  Agricultural  Science  and  Technology.     The  task  force  inclu- 
ded fourteen  scientists  and  expertise   in  the   areas  of  agricultural  econ- 
omics,  agronomy,   animal  science,  crop  science,   forages,   range   science, 
and  soil  science.     The  scientists  were  located  in  Arizona,   California, 
Colorado,  Idaho,   Nevada,   New  Mexico,  Utah,   Wyoming,   and  Washington,   D.C, 

A  number  of  the  comments  in  the  review  apply  to  several  passages 
in  the  Draft  Environmental  Impact  Statement,  but  the  repetitions  are 
generally  not  mentioned.     Many  additional  points  could  have  been  made 
in  the  interest  of  improving  the  scientific   quality  of  the  document. 
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INTRODUCTION 

Forages  on  Federal  lands   administered  by  the  Bureau  of  Land  Man- 
agement (BLM)    are  an  annually  renewable  natural  resource   and  an  econ- 
omical source   of  feed  for  livestock.     Federal  lands  also  provide  wild- 
life habitats,   recreational  opportunities,   minerals,   water   for  down- 
stream use,    and  energy  sources.     The  principal  thesis  of  this  review 
of  the   "  Draft  Environmental  Impact  Statement:      Livestock  Grazing  Man- 
agement of  National  Resource  Lands"   is  that  a  rational  plan  for  use  of 
Federal  lands   should  consider  all  uses  and  should  strike   a  balance 
among  them  that  is  judged   in  the  best  interest   of  the  Nation  on  a  sus- 
tained basis.     Statements   of  impacts  of  all  uses  on  the  total  of  Fed- 
eral lands   should  provide   a  suitable  basis   for  decision  on  the  most 
appropriate  management  practices. 

The  relative   importance   of  the  various   uses   of  Federal   lands   has 
changed  in  recent  years,    and  it  will  no  doubt  continue  to  change.     The 
demand  is  constantly  increasing   for  the  energy,    minerals,   water,    wild- 
life,  and  recreational  opportunities  which  are  available   from  Federal 
lands.     At  the   same  time,   mounting  worldwide  demands  for  grain,    meat, 
and  fiber  point  to  the  need  for  improved  grazing  management  and  in- 
creased production  on  rangelands.     According  to  USDA  Forest  Service 
Current  Information  Report  No.   10,    increased  production  from  the  Na- 
tion's rangelands  can  be  achieved  without  reduction  in  environmental 
quality  and  without  sacrificing  other  uses. 

The  Lraft  Environmental  impact  Statement  reports  that  Federal 
lands  administered  by  BLM  sustain  13  million  animal-unit-months  of 
grazing  each  year  (Part  VTII,   pages  11   and  12).      The  statement  indi- 
cates that  this  grazing  resource  supplies   about  2  million  calves  and 
h  million  lambs  annually,     ^e  calculate  that  this  production  of  calves 
amounts  to  U  percent  of  the  calf  crop  of  the  nation,   a  significant  item 
in  the   meat  economy.     This  production  of  lambs   amounts  to  30  percent 
of  the  lamb  crop  of  the   nation,    an  important  contribution  to  the  meat 
and  fiber  economy. 

Elimination  of  grazing  from  Federal  lands    (BLM  calls   land  under 
their  jurisdiction  National  Resource  Lands)    would  require   more   animals 
on  forested   areas,    pastures,   and  croplands   or  their  loss   fr-:m  the  prod- 
uctive  pool.      Only  limited   acreage   is   available    for  additional  pastures, 
harvested  forages,    and   feed  grains.     As  mentioned  in  a  report  by  the 
Council  for  Agricultural  Science   and  Technology  entitled   "Livestock 
Grazing  on  Federal  Lands  in  the  Eleven  Astern  States"   (Journal  of 
Range  Management  27*17U-l8l.     197U),    the  alternatives  to  grazing  on 
public  rangelands  would  be  wasteful  of  natural  resources,   less  econom- 
ical for  producers,   damaging  to  economic   and  social  structures  of  many 
western  U.    S.   communities,    and  costly  to  consumers  of  meat. 

The  use  of  lands  under  any  ownership  affects  the  use  of  lands  under 
other  ownerships  and  may  also  have  broad  impacts   on  persons  not  directly 
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involved.     The  ^raft   Environmental   Impact   Statement  mentions   the   loss 
of  income   to   ranchers   and   rural   communities   that  would  result   from 
four  different   and  alternative  producing  programs.     The   economics   of 
strategies   of  land   management  that  do  not   involve  livestock,    however, 

45-1      are  not   analyzed.      Impacts   on  the   population  as   a  whole  are   not  con- 

]_sidered.      loss   of  feed,    hence   the   meat  and  wool,   derived   from  livestock 

45-2[_grazing  on  Federal  lands   would  result,    we   estimate,    in  an  increase   in 

retail  prices   of  beef  and  lamb   amounting  to  as   much  as  10  percent.     The 

45-3     magnitude   of  the  economic  benefit   of  grazing  on  Federal  lands   to  the 
~  population  as  a  whole  thus  seems   sufficient  to  justify  grazing  as  one 
of  the  beneficial  uses   of  Federal  lands. 

In  our  view,    production  of  food  and  fiber  for  human  use   is  the 
most  valuable  use   of  many  Federal  lands,   but   it   is   not  the   only  legit- 
imate use,   and   it   is  not   appropriate   under  some  circumstances.      The 
Draft  Environmental  Impact  Statement,   however,    argues  that  other  uses 
45-4    are  more  important  than  producing   food  and  fiber  and  implies  that  prod- 
_uction  of  food  and  fiber  has  detrimental  impacts  on  those  other  uses. 

The  purpose   of  the  Draft  Environmental  Impact   Statement   (Part   I, 
page  1,   lines  11  to   13)    is  to   "provide   a  broad  description  of,    and  the 
alternatives  to,   the  livestock  grazing  management  program,    and  their 
impacts   on  the   environment."     We  consider  that  the  positive   and  negative 
impacts   of  the   alternatives   are   not   analyzed   and  that  the  document   does 
not   fulfill   the    stated  purpose.     We  believe,    and  shall  attempt  to  ex- 
plain,  that  the  BLM  Draft  Environmental  Impact  Statement   is  biased 
against   livestock  grazing.      This  review  of  the  BLM  document  is   intended 
to  provide  constructive  criticism  of  the   implied  viewpoint   against 
livestock   and  of  numerous  doubtful   statements   intended  to  convey  factual 
information  about  the   impacts   of  grazing. 
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GENERAL  COMMENTS  WITH  SPECIFIC   ILLUSTRATIONS 


The  following  comments  apply  to  the  thrust  of  the  Draft  Environ- 
mental Impact  Statement  as  we  see  it.     Several  of  the  comments  will  cite 
or  quote  statements  from  the  document  as  illustrations. 


45-5 


45-6 
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1.  Livestock  grazing  is  assigned  a  subsidiary  role  among  the   mul- 
tiple uses,   and  removal  of  livestock  is  considered  whenever  other  uses 
.conflict  with  livestock  grazing.     This  assignment  of  priorities   is  made 
without  stated  justification.     Our  over-all  impression  is  that  the  wri- 
ters of  the  Draft  Environmental  Impact  Statement  do  not  enthusiastically 
support  the  grazing  management  program  of  their  agency.     We  believe  that 
the  Draft  Environmental  Impact  Statement  unfairly  treats  one  of  the  re- 
newable natural  resources  —  range   forage  for  livestock  —  by  emphasiz- 
ing negative  rather  than  positive   impacts  of  livestock  grazing   and  by 
describing  only  the  positive  impacts  of  wildlife   and  other  uses.     For 
example,   Part  V,   page  u,   does  not  deal  with  ecological  interrelation- 
ships as  much  as   it  speculates  on  removal  and/or  reduction  of  grazing 
by  domestic   animals.     Other  examples  are  as  follows* 

Part  I,   page  1,   lines  22  to  2iu      "The  program  analyzed  in  this  state- 
ment involves  the   management  of  livestock  grazing  on  the  national 
resource  lands  in  support  of  the  multiple-use  goals...."     This 
statement  implies  that  livestock  grazing  is  not  one  of  the  goals 

_  and  that  it  merely  supports  other  goals. 

Part  I,   page   3,   lines  10  to  12.      "Removal"  is  suggested   "where  live- 
stock grazing  is  not  compatible  with  other  resource  values  and 
uses."     Why  can  not  the  other  uses  give  way  occasionally?     This 
is  bias  against  livestock. 
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2.   Management  in  the  BLM  context   is  limited  to  eight  practices. 
These   are  listed  in  Part  I,   page,    3,   and  Part  III,   page  1,    and  their 
impacts   are  discussed  in  Part  III.     Adjusting  the  livestock  numbers, 
changing  the  distribution  of  livestock  use,   changing  the  type  or  class 
of  animal,   and  adjusting  the  season  of  use   are  well-established  prac- 
tices.    Deferment,   rotation,    and  rest  are  ways  to  manipulate  the  sea- 
son of  grazing.     Field  personnel  in  BLM  call  their  program  rest-rota- 
tion grazing,   which  does  not  appear  in  the  list  of  practices.      It  re- 
quires livestock  grazing  to  attain  range  improvement.     In  fact,   most 
other  practices  except  seasonal  manipulations  are  given  too  little 
attention.     The  Draft  Environmental  Impact  Statement  does  not  fully 
recognize  BLM  field  practice  and  terminology.     It  also  does  not  recog- 
nize that  other  management  systems  have  given  excellent  results.      It 
does  not  accept  the   fact  that  range   improvements   (brush  control,   seed- 
ing,  water  development,    fencing,   etc.)    have  contributed  to  the  success 
of  the  Allotment  Management  Programs   (AMP). 
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Appendix  I-A.     This  example  of  an  AMP  illustrates  many  of  the  difficul- 
ties mentioned  in  the  preceding  paragraph.     Grazing  management  is 
limited  to  manipulation  of  grazing  seasons,   and  the  range   improve- 
ments planned  into  this  particular  program  are  mostly  water  devel- 
opments.    Wildlife  management  practices   are  not  part  of  the  planned 
program,    and  recreational  user  management  is  not  described.     Why 
can  not  multiple  use   also  carry  multiple  responsibilities   and  be 
multiply  planned  for  all  users  in  the  AMP's?     The  Appendix  example 
does  not  show  the  balance  in  objectives,   procedures,    and  schedule 
that  is  implied  by  the  statement  about  the  development  of  an  AMP 
(Part  I,   page   7,   lines  6  to  2U). 

Part  I,   page  U,   lines  8  and  9.     The  many  recommendations  throughout  the 
Draft  Environmental  Impact  Statement  that  livestock  be  removed  from 
the  range  are  inconsistent  with  this  statement  by  Hormay  to  the 
effect  that  livestock  are  needed  to  improve  the  range. 

Part  I,  page  15,   lines  18  to  21.     The  reference  to  results  obtained  in 
the  Winnemucca  District  of  Nevada  implies  that  livestock  grazing 
management  resulted  in  a  20$  increase  in  animal-unit-months  of 
grazing.     This  implication  is  misleading  because  we  know  that 
this  district  has  also  developed  better  ranges  through  spraying 
of  sagebrush  and  seeding  of  several  thousands  of  acres.     We  do  not 
believe  that  enough  data  and  unbiased  interpretation  exist  to  say 
where  and  when  rest-rotation  grazing  alone   will  improve  range  con- 
dition.    Range  improvements  such  as  fencing,   water  development, 
seeding,   etc.,   have  as  much  value  as  rotation  of  grazing.     All 
elements  of  the  grazing  management  programs  should  be  recognized 
for  their  positive  and  negative  impacts  on  the  various  landscape 
types.     Table  1-1  lists  some  of  these  practices  that  need  more 
recognition  in  the  Draft  Environmental  Impact  Statement  as  giving 
favorable  range  results. 


3.  The  Draft  Environmental  Impact  Statement  assumes  throughout 
that  grazing  management  by  Allotment  Management  Plans  which  center  on 
rotational  grazing   systems   will  improve  not  only  the  range   conditions 


but  also  the   wildlife  habitat, 


watershed,   and  aesthetic  values  ( see  the 


Summary,   item  2,   lines  2  to  7  of  the  text).     Changes  in  vegetat ional 
cover  on  watersheds,   especially  thickening  of  cover,   may  reduce  badly 
needed  downstream  water  supplies  or  improve  water  quality.     Aesthetics 
depend  upon  the  value  system  of  the  beholder,   not  that  of  the  writers 
45-12      °f  the  Draft  Environmental  Impact  Statement.     The  perception  of  the 

public's  value  system  of  rangeland  aesthetics  implied  in  the  Draft  En- 
vironmental Impact  Statement  is  unrealistic.     What  is  good  for  domestic 
livestock  is  not  automatically  best   for  recreational  users  of  range- 
land.     What  is  best  for  recreational  users  may  not  be  the  best  for  live 
stock.     Domestic   animals  should  be  treated  as  an  integral  herbivore 
component  in  the  natural  resource  systems.     These   animals  and  other 
land  users  should  be  managed  (a)   for  their  products  and  (b)   for  the 
interrelationships   which  help  other  users.     Too  many  conclusions  in 
the  Draft  Environmental  Impact  Statement  infer  that  livestock  grazing 
competes  with  the  other  users.     We   find  this  view  contradictory  to  the 
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(cont. ) 
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thesis  that  grazing  management  improves  the  range  condition  for  all 
users.     We  obtain  the  impression  that  AMP's  and  grazing  systems  are 
good  for  everyone  but  that  grazing  should  be  eliminated  because   it  com- 
petes with  everything  else.     These  theoretical  aspects  should  be  ex- 
plained more  clearly. 

Part  I,   page  12,   lines  1U  to  18.     Why  should  continued  deterioration  be 
the  case?     This  paragraph  implies  that  only  implementation  of  the 
AMP  program  will  halt  deterioration  and  improve  range  conditions. 
The  implication  is  erroneous.     For  example,   excessive  range  use 
by  wildlife,   wild  horses,    and  burros  must  be  corrected  before  live- 
stock grazing  management  is  effective  (see   also  Part  I,   page  12, 
line  9).     We  read  also  (Part  HI,   page  59,   lines  20  and  21)   that 
"if  livestock  numbers  are  reduced,  vegetation  will  improve,   soils 
will  tend  to  stabilize...."     This  paragraph  (Part  I,   page  12, 
lines  1U  to  18)   refers  to  Table  I-U,    which  is  based  on  ten  liter- 
ature citations,   six  of  which  were  published  in  I960  or  earlier. 
The  earliest  year  in  the  table  for  which  data  are  given  is  196Ii. 
This  is  questionable  use  of  citations  and  leads  to  scientific  mis- 
trust . 


45-14 


U«   Part  II,   Description  of  the  Environment,    is  not  closely  related 
to  regional  variation  in  management   and  to  the  environmental  impacts 


considered  in  Part  III.     Other  discussions  in  the  Draft  Environmental 
Impact  Statement  use  different  schemes  of  resource  clas  si  fixation,   there- 
by confusing  the  reference  locations.     For  example,   Part  II  describes 
four  biomes;    tables  in  Part  III,   pages  h  and  5,   and  in  Appendix  II-A, 
pages  1  and  2,   use  a  different   system;   the  tables  in  Part  III,   page  U9, 
and  in  Appendix  II-F,   page  2,   have  categories  not  used  before  in  the 
report;    and  Appendix  II-D  on  soils  does  not  refer  to  biomes  or  the 
scheme  used  in  Part  III,   page  U.     We  suggest  that  some  single  scheme  be 
used  throughout  for  ease  in  understanding  this  complicated  mixture  of 
range  landscapes.      One  of  the  problems  in  planning  for  multiple  use  of 
rangeland  resources  is  that  each  agency  continues  to  develop  and  use 
its  own  classification  scheines.     BLM  should  give  consideration  to 
using  previously  published  maps,    acreages,   and  descriptions   such  as 
those  of  the   following: 

a.  A.  W.   Kuchler.     196U.     Potential  Natural  Vegetation  of  the  Conter- 

minous United  States.     Am.   Geographical    Soc.   Special  Publ.    36. 

b.  M.   E.  Austin.     1965.     Land  Resource  Regions  and  Major  Land  Resource 

Areas  of  the  United  States.     U.S.D.A.  Agric.   Handbook  296. 

c.  Forest-Range  Task  Force.     1972.     The  Nation's  Range  Resources  -  A 

Forest-Range  Environmental  Study.     U.S.D.A.   Forest   Service.     For- 
est Resource  Report  No.  19. 
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45-16 


45-17 


45-18 


45-19 


5.   Some   "facts"  in  the  descriptions  of  Part  II  are   questioned. 

Part  II,   page  10,   lines  20  to  25.     Examination  of  reference   3U  revealed 
that  the   antelope  were  fenced  onto  range   sites  with  little  browse 
and  that  drought  and/or  confinement  contributed  to  antelope  death. 

Part  II,   page  16,   lines  17  to  19.     The   statement  is  untrue   for  much  of 
the  ranching  country.     Ranching  supports  the  communities.     The  in- 
terpretation placed  on  Smith  and  Martin's  work  is  highly  conject- 
ural. 

Part  II,   page   33,   line  18.     Replacement  of  Palouse  Prairie  by  sagebrush 

is  overstated.     Bunch  grasses  within  the  climax  sagebrush-grass 
—         type  have  been  replaced  with  sagebrush. 

Part  II,   page  35,   line  21.     There   are  only  6  to  10  moose  in  the  Big  Horn 

Mountains  in  Wyoming.     We  doubt  that  any  occur  on  the  northern 
_         temperate  grasslands  in  eastern  Wyoming. 

Part  II,   page  36,   line  23.     Our  dictionary  describes  "sculpin"  as  a 
kind  of  fish,  but  we  don't  find  "sculkin." 


45-20  Part  II,   page  U3,   line  9.     Phosphorus  is  misspelled. 

45_2i|Part 


II,   page  U3,   line  10.     Consumed  nutrients  deposited  as  dung  and 
urine  may  cycle  even  faster  than  those  not  consumed. 

Part  II,   page  65,   lines  11  to  20.     This  information  is  untrue  for  the 

cold  deserts,   where  plant  succession  follows  definite   and  predict- 
_        able  patterns. 

Part  II,   page   71,   line  21.     The   figure,  5,990  cattle  AUM's,    should 

probably  be  5,990,000  or  else  the  desert  biome  isn't  as  shown  in 
Part  II,  page  53. 

45_pJPart  II,  page  90,   line   3.     Most  of  the  woodlands  are  climax,   not  trans- 
ition.    Perhaps  the  term  "transition  stage"  needs  definition. 

45_25|Part  II,   page  96,   lines  2h  and  25.     Chaparral  is  climax  with  a  contin- 
uing influence  of  fire. 


45-22 
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6c   Few  hard  facts  and  data  are  available  to  substantiate  many  of 
the  statements  and  claims  made  in  the  Draft  Environmental  Impact  State- 


ment.    For  example,    in  Table  I-U  (Part  I,   page  13),   the  title  states 
that  the  data  are  derived  from  certain  literature  that  is  cited.     The 
fact  is,   however,   that  no  literature  citations  listed  give  the  actual 
source  of  data  for  196U  and  1972.     The  reader  thus  has  no  way  to  arrive 
at  an  independent  judgment  of  the  validity  of  the   figures  in  the  table. 
45-26    Were  the  same  methods  used  by  BLM  in  196U  and  by  the  U.S.   Forest  Ser- 
vice in  1972?     We  do  not  believe  there  was  a  shift  from  31  to  U8 
percent  of  the  grassland  in  good  condition  between  196U  and  1972,   that 
there  was  a  shift  from  2U  to  U5  percent  of  the  coniferous   forest  in 
good  condition  between  196U  and  1972,   or  that  other  changes  indicated 
actually  occurred.     Few  of  the  AMP's  started  in  the  period  from  196U 
to  1972  were  in  the  grassland  biome.     This  faulty  evidence  in  Table 
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I-U  thus  is  not  an  appropriate  basis  for  the  claim  (Part  I,   page  12, 
lines  1U  to  18)   that  AMP's   "will  result  in  a  reversal  of  declining 
trends"  of  certain  rangelands.     We  find  considerable  room  for  error  in 
the  data  for  range  trend  and  soil  erosion  as  well  as  in  those  for 
range  condition.     Tables  III-l  and  III-2  (Part  III,   pages  U  and  5) 
are  undocumented.     No  means  exist  for  the  reader  to  judge  their  acc- 
uracy.    This  procedure   is  contrary  to  scientific  practice   and  results 
in  mistrust  of  much  that  is  said.     Reliability  of  data  should  be  men- 
tioned. 

We  object  to  unqualified  statements  that  livestock  grazing  causes 
soil  compaction,   water  runoff,  erosion,    increasing  shrub  density,   more 
gullys,    increased  water  pollution,    and  air  pollution.     Livestock  prop- 
erly managed  are  no  worse  or  no  better  than  the  native  and  exotic   wild 
herbivores.     All  are  damaging,    and  so  is  man,   when  improperly  managed. 
After  all,    few  animals  cause  more  water  pollution  than  waterfowl.      *e 
suggest  that  efforts  be  made  to  eliminate  comparisons  between  the  im- 
plied worst  effects  of  livestock  grazing  and  the  best  of  the  other 
uses  when  the  Draft  Environmental  Impact  Statement  is  revised. 
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7.  Wild  horses  and  burros  are   mentioned   frequently,  but  more   as 
special  animals  than  as  rangeland  herbivores.     The  Draft  Environmental 
Impact  Statement  leaves  the  impression  that  wild  horses   and  burros 
should  replace  domestic   animals  on  the  public   lands.     The  numbers  of 
wild  horses  and  burros  are,    in  fact,    steadily  increasing.     The  rate  of 
natural  increase  of  numbers  of  wild  horses  is  estimated  at   approximate- 
ly 20  percent  per  year.     The  continued  unrestricted  increase  of  these 
animals  would  eventually  cause  the  destruction  of  their  habitats. 
Nevertheless,   Table   1-7  (Part  I,   page  18)    shows  a  stable  population, 

a  condition  that  cannot  be  attained  without  extensive  control  measures 
that  are  not  now  in  existence. 

Part  III,  page  U5.     This  picture  shows  badly  used  national  resource 
lands.     Because  burros  are  present  in  the  picture   and  domestic 
livestock  are  not,   it  would  seem  more  logical  to  use  the  picture 
in  support  of  the   implication  that  wild  burros  did  the  damage 
than  to  imply  that  livestock  were  responsible,   as  is  done  in 
Part  III,   page  UJU,   lines  19  and  20. 

8.  Examples  exist  in  the  literature   and  in  the  field  where  removal 
of  livestock  has  permitted  an  increase  in  some  plant  species  to  the  det- 
riment of  certain  wildlife  food  plants.     Sheep  or  cattle  grazing,   when 
properly  managed,   can  complement  browse  production  for  deer.     The  Draft 
Environmental   Impact  Statement  is  wrong  in  taking  the  view  that  live- 
stock  always  compete   with  wildlife.     Domestic    animals  can  be   used   to 
favor  certain  wild  species.     According  to  Part  III,   page   30,   lines  13 
and  1U,    "other  than  livestock  removal,  each  of  the  proposed  management 
actions   will  result  in  some  continued  degree  of  competition  with  wild- 
life."    This  rather  extreme  view  is  ameliorated  somewhat  in  the   follow- 
ing sentence  by  mention  of  food  and  cover.     The  statement  beginning 
with  "excessive  use"  in  Part  III,   page   33,   line  1,   is  a  good  statement, 
but  the  one  beginning  with  "removal  of"   in  Part  III,  page   33,   line  2U, 
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is  extreme  because  the  situation  en  the  whole  of  the  public   lands  is 
not  that  all-inclusive.     Again  in  Part  III,   page   35,   lines  !i  and  5, 
we  read  that   "on  those   areas  where  livestock  are  removed,   initial 
impacts  beneficial  to  wildlife  would  be  increased   forage  and  cover." 
We  disagree  with  the  implication  that  these  consequences  will  occur 
in  every  situation. 


9.   The   analysis   of  economic   impacts   is  poorly  done   and  does   not 
begin  to  measure  the  economics   of  alternative   uses,   the  economics   of 
alternative  programs  described  in  Part   VIII,    and   impacts   on  private 
lands   and  the   general  population.      Appendix  III-A  gives  only  descrip- 
tive material  and  does  not   analyze  economic  effects.     The  Draft  Envir- 
45-31    onmental   Impact  Statement   frequently  mentions  the   need   for  grazing  re- 
duction and/or  removal  of  animals,   but  it  does  not  approach  the  problem 
of  measuring  the  economic   impact  of  such  action,   especially  on  the 
people  and  communities  most  directly  concerned.      Impacts  of  grazing  al- 
ternatives on  rural  property  values   and  the  welfare  of  rural  communi- 
ties should  be  stated. 


45-32 
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Part  I,   page  12,   lines  19  to  27.     A  developing  cost  of  $35,000  and  a 
maintenance  cost  of  $1,500  annually  per  AMP  might  translate   into 
costs  of  about  $1.00  and  15  cents  per  acre  for  establishment  and 
maintenance.     A  cost-benefit  analysis  of  this  program,    including 
administrative  costs,   would  be  worthwhile,     ^ess  costly   approaches 
should  be  examined.     For  example,   reassessment  of  the  needed   supp- 
ortive measures  (Part  I,   page  5)   could  improve  the  benefit/cost 
ratio  of  rangeland  management  programs. 

Part  III,   page  Ii8,   line  18,  to  Part  III,   page  50,   line   3.     Is  the  income 
net  or  gross?     The  income  multiplier  in  Table  III-U  (Part  III, 
page  U9)    appears  to  be  too  low.     The  reader  is  asked  to  accept 
this  table  of  BLM  data  without  benefit  of  an  explanation  of  how 
the  data  were  collected  and  how  the  economic   analysis  was  carried 
out. 


45-34 


Part  III,   page  50,   lines  25  and  26.     Economics  for  the  whole  of  Cali- 
fornia seem  to  be  based  on  coastal  California  conditions  (Part 
III,   page  50,   lines  18  to  2li) .     This  extension  of  results  is  in- 
accurate. 


45-35 
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Part  VIII,   page   3,   line  3.     The   fair  market  value  for  grazing  fees  is 
different  from  the  value  calculated  from  the  BLM  formula.     How 
will  fair  market  values  be  determined  in  1980? 


45-37 


Part  G,    page   5,   line   3.      The   line   should  read 
in  income   of  the  livestock  sector." 


increase   or  decrease 


10.   late   find  unthinkable  the    suggestion  that  the  American  public 
would  accept   alternatives  A,   B,    or  C   (Part  VIII   and  item  It  on  the   summ- 


ary pageTT Why  were   more  moderate  alternative  actions  not  considered? 
The  best  course  of  action  may  be   an  alternative  that  allows  the  pro- 
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grams  to  be  tailored  to   individual  areas. 

Part  VIII.     What  happened  to  the  present  program  as  one  of  the   alter- 
native courses  of  action?     Alternative  D  enlarges  on  the  present 
and  makes  the   Draft  Environmental  Impact  Statement  look  like  a  jus- 
tification for  an  increased  budget.     The  need  may  be  real,  but  it 
does  not  seem  an  appropriate  part  of  an  impact  statement. 
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Part  1,   page  1,   line  2.    "Description  of  the  Program"  would  be   more   acc- 
urately called  "  Description  of  the  Present  Program  of  Grazing 
Management." 

Part  1,   page   2,    line  5>.   Why  do  all  AMP's  require   application  of  grazing 
systems?     Other  perfectly  good  range  management  practices  exist. 


4^-41   1  Part  1>   page   U,   lines   3  and  U.     The  source  of  this  statement   should  be 
given. 


45-42 


45-43 
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45-47 
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Part  1,   page   u,    lines   5   to   7.      Intensity  and   season  are   only  part   of 
the  problem.      Changing  the  kind   and  distribution  of  animals   may 
_  relieve   overgrazing  without  changing   the   season  of  use. 

Part  1,   page  U,   lines  9  and  10.  There  is  little  evidence  that  livestock 
can  be  used  to  trample  seed  into  the  ground.      This  theory  as 
stated  doesn't   stand  up  when  tested  experimentally.     (See  Part 
III,   page  26,   line  5,    and  Part  III,   page  29,   line  25,    for  repe- 
titive  statements.) 

Part  I,   page  8,   line  1.   This  Draft  Environmental  Impact  Statement  does 
not  describe  the  plan  for  monitoring  resources;   therefore,    the 
plan  cannot  be  evaluated.     The  example   (Appendix  I-A)  does  not 
give  a  monitoring  plan  either. 

Part  I,   page  8,   lines  8  to  13.  This  paragraph  tells  us  that  the  AMP  sys- 
tem is  costly  to  operate.     Nowhere  is  there   an  analysis  of  that 
cost   and   how  it  might  be   reduced. 

Part  I,    page   10,    last  column.   The   nature   and  definition  of  "firm  request" 
are  unclear. 

Part   I,    page   12,    lines  1  and  2.    Here  the   Draft   Environmental  Impact 
Statement  explains  that   "the  criteria  for  developing  and  imple- 
menting AMP's   will   focus   on  improving  watershed  conditions." 
What  happened  to   multiple  use? 

Part  I,   page  19,   lines  6  to  9.   This  view  may  be  true  for  migratory  an- 
imals,  but  most  range  species  overgraze  the  range   when  drought 
occurs,    and   they  starve  or  die   of  thirst.     The   assumption  of  free 
movement  could   mean  random  movements   with  grazing  at  the   same 
season  every  year.      The  implied   natural  periods   of  rest  leave  out 
all  the   small  animals   and  part   of  the  larger  ones   which  do  not  or 
cannot   migrate.      Justification  of  rotational  grzaing   on  this  basis 
places  too  much  emphasis  on  speculation  because  wild  herbivores 
graze  every  acre  every  year. 

Part  I,   page  19,   line  11.  The  statement  that  "the  ecosystems  evolved 

under  grazing  and  changed  very  little"  seems  like  a  contradiction 
to  us.     To  evolve  means  to  change  gradually. 
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Part  I,   page  19,   line  12,   to  page  20,   line  11.     The  West  was  first  rec- 
ognized as   "The  Great  American  Desert,"  and  its  potential  for 
grazing  was  not  recognized  until  the  settlement  period.      Peak 
livestock  numbers  came  later.     Bison  and  antelope   are   fewer  now, 
but  there  may  be  more  deer  than  when  white  men  first  crossed  the 
continent.     The  statements  in  these  three  paragraphs  are  too  gen- 

_         eral. 

Part  III,  page  2,  line  lu   Surely  in  this  first  sentence  the  authors 
mean  that  improper  grazing  or  overgrazing  causes  soil  compaction. 
As  stated,  the  relationship  is  exceptional. 


j  Part  III,  page  2,  lines  7  to  9.  The  relation  of  compaction  to  runoff 
is  not  invariably  as  stated  in  this  sentence. 


Lp 
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Part  III,   page  2,   line  9.     Why  foreign?     Livestock  and  game   animals 
both  carry  micro-organisms. 

Part  III,   page  2,    lines  15  to  18.     These  sentences  repeat  certain  mis- 
conceptions of  the  preceding  paragraph  and  apply  them  to  all  bi- 
—         omes. 

Part  III,   page  2,   lines  18  to  22.     This  work  was  done  on  a  very  poor 
site  that  is  exceptional  even  for  BLM  lands.     Proper  grazing  does 
not  have  the   adverse   effects  mentioned  in  Part  III,   page  2.      How- 
ever, BLM  appears  to  believe  that  removal  of  livestock  in  rota- 
tional grazing  systems  is  the  only  way  to  reduce  compaction  (Part 

_         III,   page  3,   lines  15  to  19). 

Part  III,  page  6.  Differences  in  ground  cover  may  be  due  to  degree  of 
use  of  the  forage  by  livestock  and  not  to  production  of  forage  in 
greater  amount  or  with  better  composition  in  one  pasture  than  the 
other. 

Part  III,   page  7,   lines  11  to  15.      Proof  doesn't  exist  to  warrant  this 
statement  if  size   of  pasture   and  intensity  of  grazing  are  the  same 
for  rotation  and  continuous  grazing  treatments.     The   impression  is 
wrong  that  only  on  rested  pastures  do  animal  wastes  become  assim- 
ilated into  the  soil  and  that  only  on  rested  pastures  does  unused 
vegetation  fall  to  the  ground  as  litter  to  be  incorporated  into 
the   soil.     It  is  doubtful  if  differences  in  organic   matter  due  to 

_  management  techniques  can  be  detected  on  dry  ranges. 

Part  in,   page  8,   line  lu     Why  must  overland  flow  increase  or  decrease? 
__  No  change  occurs  following  many  treatments. 

Part  III,   page  8,   lines  13    to    19.     Is  reference  being  made  to  chemical 
treatments  for  brush  control?     This  analysis   is  meaningless,.     Con- 
siderable information  exists  on  the  length  of  time  many  chemicals 
remain  in  the  ecosystem. 
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Part  III,   page  9,   lines  8  to  13.     It  would  be   more   accurate  to  say  "may 
occur  under  improper  management"  than  "will  occur."     Why  will  the 
livestock  management  actions  described  minimize  the  impacts? 

Part  III,  page  10,  lines  8  to  18.  Some  of  these  points  are  uncertain. 
It  is  not  true  that  livestock  invariably  destroy  riparian  vegeta- 
tion. 


Part  III,   page  11,   lines  1  to  k»     These  relationships  apply  to  pastures 
with  high  stocking  rates.     Microbiological  studies  on  rangeland 
45-62  show  that  pollution  potential  with  microorganisms   is  related  to 

density  of  animals.     Rotation  systems  increase  animal  density  in 
a  pasture  at  a  given  time   and  may  increase  pollution  potential. 
The  next  statements  on  lines  5  to  8  are  reasonable. 


45-63    ! Part  I*1*   page  13,   lines  22  and  23. 
overland  water  flow. 


Salt  is  not  always  associated  with 


45-65 


|  Part  III,   page  17.     How  do  wildlife  consumptively  use  [i3U,000  acre   feet 
45-64    I  °^  wa^er  aX)d  livestock  1U,000?     Do  wild  animals  require   30  times 

more  water  in  total  than  domestic   animals?     This  table  needs  ex- 
planation. 

f Part  III,   page  20,   line  13.     The  commonest  herbicides   (2,U-D,   etc.)   used 
on  rangeland  are  usually  referred  to  as  phenolic  compounds.     Chlor- 
inated hydrocarbons  usually  means  insecticides  (DDT,   etc.).     Al- 
though both  2,U-D  and  DDT  are  chlorinated  hydrocarbons,   they  have 
vastly  different  properties,    and  to  group  them  together  biases  pub- 
lic  attitudes  toward  both.      (See  also  Part  III,   page  22,   lines  20 

—         and  21.) 

Part  III,   page  21.     These  are   scare  tactics.     Modern  techniques  can 

apply  herbicides  by  aerial  spray  on  land  like  that  shown  with  lit- 
tle atmospheric  pollution. 

Part  III,   page  23,   lines  6  and   7.     Wild  herbivores  and  insects  are   nat- 
ural.    Why  not  include  wild  horses,  burros,   and  livestock?     These 
animals  are  parts  of  natural  systems,   and  food -gat he ring  by  all 
is   a  natural  process.     Surely  we  have  learned  that  grazing  is  nat-- 

_  ural  and  has  occurred  since  herbivores  evolved. 

Part  III,  page  2U,   lines  li  to  7.      We  question  whether  cool-season  grass- 
es  (except  annuals)  were  ever  abundant  in  southern  grassland  and 
desert  biomes. 

|  Part  III,   page  26,   lines  2U  and  25.     One  could  infer  wrongly  from  this 
45-68  statement  that  uniform  utilization  of  palatable  and  unpalatable 

shrubs  and  grasses  can  be  obtained  by  this  method.     Uniformity 
might  be  obtained,   but  it  would  require  over-use  of  all  species. 

Part  III,   page  Hi,   lines  1U  to  21.     The  point  of  this  paragraph  is  un- 
45-69  clear.     Are  fences  good  or  bad  for  domestic   animals?     Lines  18 

and  19  state  the  obvious. 
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Part  III,   page  U2,   lines  22  to  25.     Animals  don't  have  trouble  walking 
on  plowed  or  mechanically  treated  areas.      Because  such  disturbed 
areas  are  typically  reseeded,   they  are  ordinarily  not  grazed  un- 
til the   seeding  is  established.     A  reduction  of  brush  usually 
makes  the  terrain  less  difficult  for  livestock  movement.     This 

reference  to  loosened  soil  is  the  least  important  of  many  factors. 

Part  in,   page  U3,   line  6.     Removal  of  domestic   animals   for  2  years 

after  chemical  treatment  is  without  a  factual  base.     A  common  re- 
quirement is  no  grazing  for  2   weeks  after  spraying  pastures  with 

__        2,U-D. 

Part  III,   page  52,   lines  12  and  13.     The  situations   "where   there  would 
otherwise  be  conflict"  need  explanation. 

Part  III,  page  59,  lines  17  to  22.  Adverse  or  beneficial  impacts  for 
what  purpose?  Vegetation  will  improve  for  what  purpose  if  live- 
stock numbers   are  reduced? 

Part  III,   page  65,   lines  3  to  8.     Roads  may  also  improve  fire   suppress- 
ion,  thereby  improving  aesthetics.      Should  roads  be  eliminated  to 
_         reduce  vandalism? 
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Part  IV,   page   2,   lines  19  to  22.     The  statement  that  "selective  grazing 
of  preferred  plants   ...   will  be  mitigated  by  grazing  systems"  is 
unproved  unless  the  degree  of  forage  utilization  is  extremely 
heavy. 

^art  IV,   page  3,   lines  2  to  5»     The  actual  flexibilities  of  herd  compo- 
sition in  the  range  livestock  industry  are  less  than  implied  by 
this  statement. 

Part  IV,   page  3,   lines  6  and  7.     Providing  forage  on  short  notice  would 
be  extremely  difficult  in  most  situations.     We  wonder  if  BLM  means 
that  they  will  provide  forage  and,   if  so,   how? 

Part  IV,   page   3,   line  13,   to  Part  IV,   page  U,   line  11.     The  statement 
on  mitigation  of  fences,   or  their  prohibition,   is  so  all-inclusive 
that  we  wonder  how  BLM  will  accomplish  livestock  control  for  rest- 
rotation  grazing.     This  section  on  fences  appears  to  be  a  pre- 
judgment that  all  other  uses  have  higher  priority  than  grazing. 
We  disagree  with  this  view.     Food  production  on  Federal  lands  is 

—  increasing  in  value. 

Part  IV,   page  U,   lines  19  to  22.     Items  1  and  2  duplicate  each  other. 
What  is  harmonious  color?     Does  this  mean  that,   in  an  aspen  area, 
for  example,    a  stock  tank  will  be  painted  with  vertical  green 

—  and  white   stripes? 

Part  IV,  page  5,  line  3.  Restriction  to  seeding  with  native  species 

eliminates  our  most  successful  seeded  species.   (See  also  Part  IV, 
page  6,  lines  1  to  3.) 
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Part  IV,   page  5,   lines  6  and  7.     Is  the  statement  intended  to  imply 
that  water  developments  are  to  be   avoided  near  historical  sites 
for  all  users,    including  man,   to  keep  wild  animals  away? 

Part  IV,   page  8,   lines  2k  and  2$,     We  doubt  that  control  of  animals 
and  insects  on  a  recreational  site  can  or  should  be   avoided  if 
the  vegetation  is  being  destroyed  by  these  unnamed  animals  or  in- 
sects. 

Part  V,  page  U,  lines  17  to  19.  Cattle  have  been  reintroduced  into 
some  big-game  areas  of  Oregon  and  Washington  and  onto  wildlife 
refuges  to  improve  nesting  and  feeding  habitats  for  waterfowl. 
Many  statements  in  this  Draft  Environmental  Impact  Statement  are 

-         too  inclusive. 

Part  V,   page  5,   line  9.     Would  the  restriction  of  Orv  s  be   a  good 
thing?     Is  the  value   of  this   impact  good  or  bad? 


I  Part  VI,   page  2,   lines  5  to  8.     The  implication  is  that  livestock  de- 
45-85  j  stroy  historical  sites,   but  man  himself  is  probably  a  much  worse 

L_         destroyer.      Should  he  be  removed  too? 
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Part  VII,   page  1,   lines  5  to  7.      Human  resources  applied  to  any  pro- 
gram are  irretrievable  for  use  on  any  other  program.     It  is  unfair, 
therefore,   to  imply  that  irretrievability  of  human  resources  is  a 

_         quality  associated  only  with  livestock  grazing. 

Part  VIH,   page  5,   line  2U.     Continuous,  yearlong  grazing  and  over- 
utilization  are  not  the  same,   and  to  lump  them  together  biases 
the  reader  against  continuous  grazing  where  it  is  useful.     Much 
literature,    some  of  which  is   from  the   southern  grassland,   shows 
that  livestock  do  attain  their  full  growth  potential  under  con- 
tinuous grazing. 

Part  VIII,   page  10,   lines  1  and  2.     Mortality  of  wildlife  by  star- 
vation caused  by  competition  with  domestic  livestock  needs  to  be 
documented.     Competition  between  livestock  and  wildlife  on  pub- 
lic lands  should  be  balanced  against  the  use  of  livestock  feed  by 
wildlife  on  private  lands. 
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45-1     Strategies  of  land  management  that  do  not  involve  livestock  are 
not  properly  a  topic  of  this  impact  statement. 

45-2    Since  impacts  of  NRL  grazing  on  the  industry  and  regional  economies 
as  a  whole  are  not  dominantly  significant,  impacts  on  the  population 
as  a  whole  would  be  too  small  to  measure.  However,  some  indication 
of  population  dependency  and  impacts  has  been  given--see  pages 
111-35-37;  item  10,  page  VIII-7  and  item  20,  pages  VIII-11  and  12 
of  the  EIS. 

45-3    A  10  percent  price  increase  may  well  be  the  effect  of  an  immediate 
loss  of  feed  from  NRL  (Alternative  B);  however,  price  adjustments 
to  the  year  2000  will  be  junctional ly  dependent  on  many  other 
factors  of  more  significance  than  the  percent  of  feed  from  NRL. 

45-4     The  EIS  does  not  argue  on  behalf  of  any  use  that  could  be  made 
on  national  resource  lands. 

It  is  not  the  intent  of  the  EIS  to  contend  that  other  uses  are 
more  important  than  producing  food  and  fiber.   In  fact,  the 
statement  that  the  Bureau  estimates  140  million  acres  of  NRL 
suitable  for  livestock  grazing  and  that  the  number  of  animal 
unit  months  through  the  present  program  will  increase  by  3.5 
million  AUM's  does  not  support  the  reviewer's  comment. 

45-5     See  item  1,  page  IX-5  of  the  EIS. 

45-6    Text  has  been  revised  (page  1-1)  to  more  clearly  indicate  that 
livestock  grazing  is  one  of  the  multiple  use  goals  in  management 
of  national  resource  lands. 

45-7    This  document  is  a  statement  of  the  impacts  of  1 ivestock  grazing 
on  other  resource  values  and  uses.  Where  these  impacts  are 
conflicting  or  degrading,  some  modification  in  the  grazing  use 
must  be  considered. 

45-8    Management  practices  listed  on  page  1-2  of  the  EIS,  can  include 
any  one,  or  any  combination,  of  the  practices  listed.  Rest  and 
rotation  is  one  of  the  possible  combinations  and  there  could  be 
many  other  combinations  of  the  eight  practices  listed.  Many 
management  actions,  individually  and  in  combinations,  are,  in 
fact,  implemented  in  actual  field  practices.  BLM  Manual  4112 
provides  a  wide  variety  of  management  alternatives  to  guide 
field  personnel . 
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45-8    Range  improvements  such  as  brush  control,  seeding,  water  develop- 
(cont.)  ment,  fencing,  etc.  have  been  listed  in  Table  1-1  as  supportive 

measures  which  may  be  required  for  a  total  management  program  in 

certain  areas. 

45-9    It  is  not  the  purpose  of  the  AMP  to  be  a  total  resource  management 
activity  plan.  The  AMP  attempts  to  incorporate  objectives  of  all 
uses  that  can  be  improved  by  livestock  grazing  management. 

45-10    Removal  of  livestock,  temporarily  or  permanently,  is  merely  one 
management  action  which  can  be  considered  where  such  grazing  is 
clearly  incompatible  with  other  uses  and  degrades  the  environ- 
ment. This  might  include  high  use  recreation  sites  with  a  high 
density  of  recreationists,  rare  and  endangered  wildlife  species 
habitat,  high  value  fisheries,  highly  erosive  soils,  strip  mining, 
etc.  Where  livestock  grazing  is  suitable  and  compatible,  the 
statement  by  Hormay  is  certainly  valid. 

45-11    The  draft  EIS  does  not  purport  to  say  that  the  accomplishments 

through  intensive  grazing  management  will  be  accomplished  on  their 
own  without  supportive  measures  as  needed.  The  BLM  will  give 
priority  to  reaching  objectives  through  management.  However,  it 
is  stated  Bureau  policy  that  improvements  in  the  way  of  chaining, 
seeding,  spraying,  etc.,  will  be  implemented  in  support  of  the 
intensive  grazing  management  program.  As  noted  by  the  reviewer, 
Table  1-1  shows  or  lists  practices  that  will  be  accomplished  in 
the  way  of  supportive  measures.  This  hardly  indicates  an  impli- 
cation that  such  supportive  measures  will  not  be  necessary. 

45-12    The  fact  has  been  acknowledged  that  increased  ground  cover  will 

reduce  overland  flow  and  sediment  production  on  page  III -2  of  the 
EIS.  If  overland  flow  is  reduced,  it  will  reduce  downstream  water 
supplies  but  will  also  reduce  sediment  loads  which  are  a  problem. 
Within  the  Badger  wash  study  area,  a  reduction  in  overland  flow  of 
30  percent  was  accompanied  with  a  45  percent  reduction  in  sediment. 
Another  study  in  New  Mexico  indicated  a  doubling  of  ground  cover 
resulted  in  similar  overland  flow  volumes  while  sediment  production 
decreased  between  0.2  and  0.7  acre  foot  per  year. 

The  majority  of  the  runoff  from  NR  lands  is  from  summer  thunder- 
storms, since  most  NRL  is  at  lower  elevations.  This  generally 
means  a  yery   small  percentage  of  the  total  river  flow  originates 
on  NRL  while  a  majority  of  the  sediment  may  originate  there.  An 
example  of  this  is  the  Rio  Puerco  drainage  above  Elephant  Butte 
Reservoir.  The  Rio  Puerco  produces  approximately  8  percent  of  the 
water  to  Elephant  Butte  but  produces  slightly  less  than  50  percent 
of  the  sediment. 
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45-12    In  the  Summary  at  the  beginning  of  the  EIS,  the  statement  is  made 
(cont.)   that  improvement  required  for  the  program  will  have  aesthetic 
impacts.  While  in  the  text  on  page  1 1 1-42,  it  is  acknowledged 
that  "Aesthetic  values  are  derived  by  how  people  perceive  the 
environment  and  as  regulated  by  form,  shape,  color,  texture, 
composition,  lines,  etc.  Actions  that  produce  a  visible  change 
in  any  of  the  elements  of  the  natural  environment  can  cause  pleasant 
or  adverse  human  reaction  dependent  on  the  attitude  and  values 
of  the  individual . " 

45-13    Page  1-10  of  the  EIS  has  been  revised  to  indicate  that  declining 
trends  will  be  reversed  by  implementation  of  the  AMP  program  by 
the  year  2000,  provided  that  excessive  use  is  not  made  by  other 
herbivores.  Data  in  Table  1-5  for  1964  are  the  latest  compilations 
available  from  use  of  the  Deming  Two-Phase  method  for  determining 
range  condition  on  national  resource  lands.  The  table  has  been 
footnoted  to  provide  this  reference.  Data  for  the  years  2000  and 
2010  are  projections  based  on  an  interpretation  of  the  vegetative 
responses  reported  in  the  literature  cited. 

45-14    Description  of  the  Environment  (Part  II  of  the  EIS)  in  which  the 
program  will  be  applied  is  required  by  NEPA.  Management  actions 
and  supportive  measures  will  be  implemented  in  all  biomes  to  the 
degree  necessary  to  achieve  livestock  management  and  the  only 
"regional  variation  in  management"  will  be  the  different  kinds  of 
management  actions  and  supportive  measures  required.   Impacts  of 
livestock  grazing  will  largely  be  similar  in  all  biomes  and  will 
vary  only  in  magnitude  of  the  impact.  For  example,  some  soils  may 
be  compacted  more  than  others;  and  some  vegetation  communities 
may  respond  more  slowly  to  rest  from  defoliation  than  other 
communities.  But  the  impacts  of  soil  compaction  and  defoliation 
are  similar  in  all  biomes,  varying  only  in  magnitude. 

Data  in  Tables  III-l  and  2  and  in  Appendix  II-A-1  were  collected 
by  methodology  using  standard  Interagency  Range  Survey  vegetative 
types.  Data  in  Tables  III -4  and  Appendix  II-F-1  are  more  finely 
delineated  by  livestock  region  within  biomes  and  are  based  on 
areas  shown  in  the  Austin  publication  cited  (U.S.D.A.  Handbook  296). 
Descriptions  of  soil  series  (Appendix  II-D)  provide  the  location  by 
state.  For  the  most  part,  it  can  be  placed  within  the  appropriate 
biome. 

BLM  did  consider  several  sources  for  "previously  published  maps, 
acreages  and  descriptions"  including  those  listed  by  the 
respondent.  Each  one  differs  in  some  respect  in  having  "its  own 
classification  schemes." 
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45-15    Competition  between  domestic  animals  and  wild  herbivores  became  a 
crucial  factor  in  survival  of  antelope  where  the  ranges  were 
depleted  from  excessive  use  and  drought 


45-16 
45-17 


Text  revised.  See  page  11-12  of  the  EIS. 

Text  revised.  See  page  11-26  of  the  EIS. 

45-18    Text  revised.  See  page  11-28  of  the  EIS. 

45-19    Text  revised.  See  page  11-28  of  the  EIS. 

45-20    Text  revised.  See  page  11-32  of  the  EIS. 

45-21    Text  revised.  See  page  11-32  of  the  EIS. 

45-22    Text  revised  with  references.  See  page  11-49  of  the  EIS. 

45-23    Text  revised.  See  page  11-53  of  the  EIS. 

45-24    Text  revised.  See  page  11-67  of  the  EIS. 

45-25    Text  revised.  See  page  11-71  of  the  EIS. 

45-26    Concerning  data  in  Table  1-4  of  the  draft  (Table  1-5  of  the  final 
EIS),  refer  to  comments  under  item  45-13  and  revisions  made  in 
the  footnotes  (page  1-12  of  the  EIS).  Methods  used  by  the  BLM  and 
the  Forest  Service  were  not  the  same  and  may  result  in  some  disparity. 
However,  the  sources  used  for  1964  and  1972  data  were  the  best 
available  for  purposes  of  this  document.  There  is  no  basis  to 
assume  arbitrarily  that  the  data  for  range  condition,  trend  and 
soil  erosion  are  not  correct  in  the  absence  of  more  convincing 
proof.  Several  AMP's  were  started  in  the  period  1964  to  1972  in 
the  grassland  biome  in  Montana,  Wyoming,  New  Mexico  and  Arizona. 

Data  in  Tables  III-l  and  2  (and  Appendix  Table  II-A-1)  are  from 
BLM's  Watershed  Condition  Classification  Procedures.  The  source 
of  data  has  been  added  to  Tables  III-l  and  2.  In  the  BLM  water- 
shed rating  system,  descriptive  words  are  used  to  indicate 
various  erosion  classifications  (stable,  slight,  moderate,  critical, 
severe)  as  shown  as  column  headings  in  Appendix  Table  II-A-1.  In 
Tables  III-l  and  2,  these  descriptive  headings  have  been  replaced 
by  quantitative  categories  as  used  by  PSIAC  (Pacific  Southwest 
Interagency  Committee)  and  in  Colorado  River  Basin  reports. 

45-27    Unqualified  statements  have  been  modified  in  the  EIS.  The  EIS 
attempts  to  make  comparisons  between  unmanaged  livestock  qrazina 
and  managed  grazing,  not  between  the  worst  of  livestock  arazing 
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45-27    and  the  best  of  other  uses.  This  is  outside  the  purview  of  a 
(cont.)   statement  concerning  the  impacts  of  livestock  grazing  on  national 
resource  lands. 

45-28    BLM  recognizes  the  rate  of  increase  of  wild  horses  and  burros  on 
national  resource  land.  However,  as  Table  1-8  of  the  EIS 
indicates  based  on  present  policy  and  available  data,  it  is  not 
the  intent  of  the  Bureau  to  increase  wild  horse  and  burro  popula- 
tions above  the  estimated  numbers  that  existed  at  the  time  PL  92- 
195  was  enacted  in  1971.  As  data  on  wild  horses  and  burros  are 
refined  and  management  plans  are  adopted  the  problem  of  increased 
numbers  of  wild  horses  and  burros  will  be  confronted. 

45-29    Text  revised. 

45-30    The  statement  "Other  than  livestock  removal,  each  of  the  proposed 
management  actions  will  result  in  some  continued  degree  of  compe- 
tition with  wildlife"  must  be  considered  more  factual  than  extreme 
Particularly  where  domestic  and  wild  herbivores  inhabit  an  area 
competition  will  occur.  The  degree  of  competition  will  vary  with 
the  intensity  of  management  applied  either  to  the  domestic  or  wild 
herbivore.  Removal  of  all  domestic  stock  or  for  that  matter  all 
wild  herbivores  would  eliminate  the  competition. 
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Removal  of  domestic  livestock  from  an  area  eliminates  consumption 
of  forage  and  water  and  reduces  trampling  or  environmental  effects 
associated  with  livestock  use.  Usually  short  term,  and  in  some 
situations  such  as  streambank  recovery,  long  term  benefits  to 
wildlife  may  be  expected.  The  degree  of  vegetative  recovery  will 
vary  with  each  situation  and  reflect  the  natural  productivity  of 
the  site. 

45-31    Basic  response  is  contained  in  items  5a,  b  and  c  on  pages  IX-7,  8 
and  9  of  the  EIS.  Economic  measures  of  alternative  uses  are  not 
germane  to  this  statement.  Economic  impacts  of  alternatives  are 
described  in  Part  VIII  within  the  context  of  the  explanation  in 
Part  IX.  The  text  has  been  supplemented  (page  VIII-9)  to  reflect 
the  impact  of  the  no  grazing  alternative  (B)  on  private  lands;  the 
grazing  management  program  and  other  alternatives  would  have 
little  or  no  direct  effect  on  private  lands  which  have  not  been 
described  in  the  statement  except  on  a  limited  individual  basis. 

45-32    Favorable  cost-effect  benefits  and  least  cost  factors  are  consider- 
ations that  must  be  evaluated  along  with  other  criteria  for 
developing  and  implementing  AMP's.   (See  criteria  on  page  1-10 
of  the  EIS.)  In  view  of  least  cost  objectives,  budget  constraints, 
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45-32    and  environmental  goals,  less  costly  approaches,  especially  con- 
(cont.)  sideration  for  accomplishing  objectives  through  management  with 

a  minimum  of  land  treatment,  will  be  standard  operating  procedure. 

45-33    Response  covered  in  item  5b,  page  IX-8  of  the  EIS. 

45-34    Text  clarified.  See  page  1 1 1-35  of  the  EIS. 

45-35    The  present  grazing  fee  schedule  is  expected  to  be  fully  implemented 
by  1980.  It  is  not  practical  to  predict  how  fair  market  value  (FMV) 
will  be  determined  by  1980  but  it  must  be  assumed  FMV  will  be  based 
on  economic  indicators  existing  at  that  time,  i.e.,  livestock 
prices,  operating  costs,  etc. 

45-36    Text  revised.  See  page  G-5  of  the  EIS. 

45-37    Reference  to  the  comments  made  a  part  of  this  final  Environmental 
Impact  Statement  will  show  that  different  reviewers  endorsed 
particular  alternatives  in  the  draft  EIS.  Recommendation  of  the 
Public  Land  Law  Review  Commission  states  "domestic  livestock 
grazing  should  be  declared  as  a  dominant  use  on  retained  lands 
where  appropriate."  This  recommendation  (42)  made  in  1970, 
although  lesser  in  scope  than  Alternative  C.  espouses  the  same 
concept  of  maximizing  livestock  use.  The  present  program  provides 
for  tailoring  grazing  programs  to  individual  areas.  Also  see  item 
10,  page  IX-12  of  the  Els'. 

45-38    The  present  program  was  described  under  Part  I.  See  item  6,  page 
IX-9  of  the  EIS  on  the  subject  of  budget  justification. 

45-39  Format  complies  with  Council  on  Environmental  Quality  guidelines 
for  preparation  of  Environmental  Impact  Statements. 

45-40    See  page  1-2  of  the  EIS  for  those  management  practices  that  are 
considered  in  the  application  of  grazing  systems. 

45-41    Refer  to  reference  3,  page  1-24  of  the  EIS.  Discussion  on  page  VII 
of  The  Western  Range  should  satisfy  the  reviewer's  inquiry  on  the 
source  of  information  to  conclude  that  the  millions  of  acres  of 
rangeland  that  were  overgrazed  during  the  past  century  sets  the 
stage  for  needed  improvements. 

45-42  True.  This  is  a  citation  from  published  literature.  Management 
actions  included  in  the  BLM  program  include  all  of  these  as  well 
as  others. 
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45-43    The  reviewer  is  referred  for  further  reference  on  this  subject  to 
USDA  Forest  Service  research  paper  PSW-77/1972,  entitled  "Rest 
Rotation  Grazing  at  Harvey  Valley." 

45-44    Text  revised.  See  page  1-6  of  the  EIS. 

45-45    The  inference  drawn  from  this  paragraph  is  erroneous.   It  simply 
means  that  any  task  can  proceed  only  so  far  with  the  manpower  and 
funds  available.  And  that  other  higher  priority  issues  (e.g., 
energy)  may  siphon  off  available  manpower. 

45-46    The  term  "firm  request,"  indicates  the  number  of  livestock 
operators  who  have  requested  that  an  AMP  be  developed  and 
implemented  on  their  grazing  allotments.  See  text  footnote  D, 
Table  1-3,  of  the  EIS. 

45-47    Most  multiple  uses  would  benefit  from  improved  watershed  condition, 
e.g.,  recreation,  fisheries,  water  quality,  livestock  grazing, 
wildlife  habitat  and  aesthetics. 

45-48    Text  revised.  See  page  1-17  of  the  EIS. 

45-49    Text  revised.  See  page  1-17  of  the  EIS. 

45-50    The  natural  habitat  for  most  life  forms  found  in  the  Great  American 
Desert  have  been  modified  through  man's  settlement  and  utilization 
of  the  region.  The  generalities  expressed  in  the  EIS  appear 
necessary  to  prevent  superfluous  detail.  These  paragraphs  provide 
a  summary  explanation  of  the  broad  change  which  has  occurred 
through  man's  influence.  Management  and  protective  measures 
implemented  by  informed  wildlife  managers  have  aided  the  attainment 
of  an  increase  of  various  wildlife  species.  The  story  is  complex 
and  brevity  of  explanation  appears  justified. 

45-51    Text  revised.  See  page  III-l  of  the  EIS. 

45-52    The  statement  does  not  imply  that  this  happens  "invariably." 
However,  the  statement  is  revised.  See  page  III-l  of  the  EIS. 

45-53    Text  revised.  See  page  III-l  of  the  EIS.  Pathogens  from  animal 
wastes  are  foreign  to  the  soil  biota. 

45-54    Text  revised.  See  page  1 1 1-2  of  the  EIS. 

45-55    The  Bureau  administers  approximately  4.3  million  acres  of  shale 
derived  soils  which  have  characteristics  quite  similar  to  the 
soils  found  within  the  Badger  wash  study  area. 
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45-55    It  is  agreed  that  under  moderate  to  light  grazing  regimes,  soil 
(cont.)  compaction  is  probably  confined  to  areas  of  concentration  and  is 
therefore  minimal.  However,  Branson  et  al  .  (1972)  1/  quotes  a 
study  by  Dunford  where  indicating  there  was  an  increase  in  runoff 
associated  with  an  increase  in  grazing  pressure. 

It  is  also  stated  in  Part  III,  page  3  of  the  EIS,  other  manage- 
ment actions  such  as  deferment  of  use,  rotational  grazing,  rest 
from  grazing  and  changing  animal  distribution  patterns  will  all 
aid  in  minimizing  soil  compaction. 

45-56    The  statement  by  respondent  is  true.  The  picture  was  intended  to 
show  the  difference  in  ground  cover  with  and  without  management 
of  livestock  grazing.  Whether  the  ground  cover  is  increased  due 
to  degree  of  utilization,  greater  production,  or  better  composition, 
the  results  shown  illustrate  the  importance  of  improved  management. 

45-57    Of  course  the  statement  is  not  true  if  conditions  were  as  stated 
by  the  respondent.  But  the  statement  is  not  so  conditioned. 
Neither  does  the  statement  say  that  "only"  on  rested  pastures  do 
animal  wastes  become  assimilated;  or  "only"  on  rested  pastures 
does  unused  vegetation  fall  to  the  ground  as  litter.  Statements 
as  presented  are  factual;  nothing  additional  should  be  inferred. 

45-58    Text  revised.  See  page  1 1 1-6  of  the  EIS. 

45-59    Text  revised.  See  page  1 1 1-6  of  the  EIS. 

45-60   Text  revised.  See  page  1 1 1 -7  of  the  EIS. 

Compaction  will  occur  whether  livestock  are  properly  or  improperly 
managed.  The  management  actions  will  minimize  the  effects  of 
compaction  primarily  by  limiting  the  time  that  soil  is  exposed  to 
trampling  and  providing  periodic  rest  for  "recovery"  from 
trampl ing. 

45-61    The  effect  of  livestock  grazing  on  riparian  habitat  is  described. 
Livestock  use  does  not  invariably  destroy  the  riparian  vegetation. 
The  degree  of  destruction  is  dependent  upon  the  intensity  of 
proper  resource  management  applied  by  the  land  manager. 


1/ 

Branson,  Farrel  A.,  Gerald  F.  Gifford,  J.  Robert  Owen.  Range! and 
Hydrology.  1972.  Range  Science  Series  #1,  Society  for  Range  Management, 
Denver,  Colorado. 
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45-62    The  statement  is  a  direct  quotation  from  the  literature  and  is 
not  solely  applicable  to  pastures  with  high  stockinq  rates. 

45-63    Text  revised.  See  page  111-10  of  the  EIS. 

45-64    Text  revised.  See  page  111-12  of  the  EIS. 

45-65    Text  revised.  See  page  111-15  of  the  EIS. 

45-66    Impacts  from  livestock  management  actions  have  been  described. 
The  relationship  of  wild  herbivores,  horses  and  burros  and 
insects  are  alluded  to  as  appropriate  in  various  portions  of  the 
text.  A  separate  in-depth  evaluation  of  each  relationship  to 
national  resource  lands  is  considered  beyond  the  scope  of  this 
document. 

45-67    It  is  agreed  that  cool  season  grasses  were  probably  never  abundant 
in  these  areas;  however,  they  are  less  abundant  now. 

45-68    More  uniform  utilization  of  palatable  and  unpalatable  species  can 
be  obtained  by  one  or  more  (or  combinations)  or  the  management 
actions.  However,  absolute  uniformity  of  utilization  on  all 
species  is  impossible  and  impractical. 

45-69    Text  revised.  See  page  1 1 1-30  of  the  EIS. 

45-70    Loosened  soil  from  mechanical  treatment  on  the  relatively  small 
areas  is  of  minor  importance.  However,  root  plowing,  plowing, 
furrowing,  etc.,  do  in  fact  make  the  terrain  more  difficult  to 
traverse.  It  is  not  unusual  for  animals  to  avoid  such  areas. 

45-71    Requirements  for  deferment  of  two  consecutive  growing  seasons 
following  chemical  treatments  is  a  BLM  policy  to  allow  maximum 
recovery  of  desired  vegetative  species  following  the  treatment, 
not  to  protect  the  animal.   It  is  agreed  that  most  Phenoxy 
labels  call  for  only  short  deferment  to  reduce  possible  contamina- 
tion from  the  chemical. 

45-72    Text  revised.  See  page  II 1-37  of  the  EIS. 

45-73    Text  revised.  See  page  1 1 1-42  of  the  EIS. 

45-74    Text  revised.  See  page  I I 1-46  of  the  EIS. 

45-75    The  statement  referred  to  says  "partially  mitigated"  and  does  not 
imply  that  absolute  uniformity  is  achieved.  Numerous  studies  of 
grazing  systems  have  proven  the  statement  true--that  animals  are 
forced  to  consume,  partially  at  least,  plants  not  normally  selected 
and  "extremely  heavy"  utilization  is  not  necessarily  required. 
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45-76    Though  flexibilities  may  be  limited,  they  are  a  practical  applica- 
tion in  many  livestock  operations. 

45-77    The  text  does  not  imply  an  emergency  situation.  Transfers  in 
areas  of  use  are  not  impractical  and  have  benefitted  livestock 
users  faced  with  imminent  reduction  in  grazing  use. 

45-78    The  text  does  not  prejudge  any  higher  priority,  but  intends  instead 
to  incorporate  other  multiple  use  considerations  as  referred  to  in 
Part  1  beginning  on  page  7  of  the  EIS. 

45-79    Text  revised.  See  page  IV-3  of  the  EIS. 

45-80    Text  revised.  See  page  IV-3  of  the  EIS. 

45-81    No  change  proposed. 

The  intention  was  to  protect  the  historical,  etc. . .values. 

45-82    Text  revised.  See  page  IV-6  of  the  EIS. 

45-83  The  statements  as  referenced  and  in  context  are  valid.  Adverse 
impacts  are  described.  Beneficial  aspects  of  livestock  grazing 
are  described  elsewhere  in  the  text. 

45-84    No  change  proposed. 

This  js_  an  adverse  action  to  the  movement  of  offroad  vehicles. 

45-85    No  change  proposed. 

The  implication  is  not  "that  livestock  destroy  historical  sites," 
but  that  livestock  related  actions,  such  as  chaining,  brush  manip- 
ulation, etc.,  could  severely  damage  or  destroy  archeological  and 
historical  sites. 

45-86    No  change  proposed. 

There  is  no  implication  that  human  resources  is  a  quality  associ- 
ated only  with  livestock  grazing. 

45-87    The  statement  was  not  meant  to  imply  that  continuous  yearlong 

grazing  and  overutil ization  were  the  same,  but  that  where  contin- 
uous yearlong  grazing  and  overutil ization  occur  simultaneously, 
livestock  do  not  attain  full  growth.  The  statement  is  revised. 
See  page  VI 1 1-4  of  the  EIS. 

45-88    Text  revised.  See  page  VI 1 1-7  of  the  EIS. 
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DENVER  AUDUBON  SOCIETY 

1325  Delaware  St.,  Denver,  Colo,  80203 


July  12,  197^ 


Mr.  Curtis  J.  Berklund,  Director 
Bureau  of  Land  Management 
Department  of  the  Interior 
Washington,  D.  C.   202*10 

Dear  Mr.  Berklund: 


46-1 


46-2 
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The  Conservation  Committee  of  the  Denver  Audubon  Society  would  like  to 
comment  on  the  draft  environmental  impact  statement  (DEIS)  of  the  Bureau 
of  Land  Management,  LIVESTOCK  GRAZING  MANAGEMENT  ON  NATIONAL  RESOURCE 
LANDS.  We  have  spent  a  great  deal  of  time  on  this  DEIS  and  have  consulted 
with  experts  who  have  had  many  years  of  experience  in  range  menagement. 

This  is  an  extremely  important  document,  for  as  the  draft  states,  "It  will 
serve  as  the  foundation  for  subsequent  environmental  analyses  and  statements 
that  may  be  required."  While  we  recognize  the  fact  that  that  an  EIS  would 
be  difficult  on  each  allotment,  we  do  feel  that  many  of  them  will  be 
required.  The  statement  is  so  broad  in  its  coverage  of  ecotype  that 

j  closer  study  of  allotments  and  problems  is  a  necessity.  There  is  so 
much  variation  within  a  biome  as  defined  in  the  statement  that  this  is 

^another  reason  closer  consideration  must  be  given  to  specific  actions* 

iThe  breadth  of  the  DEIS  to  set  grazing  policy  is  of  concern  to  us.  There 
are  no  standards  given  to  even  qualify  what  range  condition  is  excellent, 

(good,  fair  or  poor.  If  this  is  in  some  other  policy,  it  should  be  so 
stated  in  the  document.  What  is  proper  utilization?  Standards,  definitions 
and  guidelines  should  be  included  in  a  document  serving  as  the  foundation 
for  future  range  management  policy  and  environmental  decisions. 

The  BLM  seems  to  be  placing  increasing  emphasis  on  the  use  of  the  Hormay 
system  which  calls  for  a  good  deal  more  fencing  than  was  used  in  the  past. 
Fences  have  an  effect  upon  the  movement  of  wildlife,  habitat  available 
for  their  survival,  recreation,  aesthetics,  etc.  The  recent  fencing 
conference  held  in  Wyoming  was  a  good  starting  point  for  beginning  to 
solve  some  of  the  problems  created  with  the  increased  uses  of  fences. 
However,  100,000  miles  of  new  fence  seems  rather  excessive.  This  will 
compound  already  existing  problems.  The  statement  is  written  in  such  a 
way  as  to  not  provide  any  alternatives  to  this  policy.  There  are  alter- 
natives and  they  need  further  discussion. 

There  is  only  small  mention  made  of  using  combined  allotments  to  help 
eliminate  fences.  This  also  helps  to  concentrate  management  and  eliminates 
some  of  the  needs  for  other  new  facilities  such  as  roads,  water,  etc. 
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The  Hormay  system  itself  needs  discussion.  In  some  areas  of  the  country  it 
is  an  excellent  system  which  works  very  well.  However,  it  has  not  proven 
to  be  universally  successful  and  many  areas  will  need  other  systems  of 
management.  With  smaller  pastures  uniform  use  is  not  insured  as  the  DEIS 
states.  It  will  mean  the  more  palatable  plants  will  be  grazed  more 
heavily  than  poorer  ones  in  the  same  area. 

Though  mentioned  above  we  would  like  to  stress  the  point  that  the  alter- 
natives are  extremely  broad  and  include  such  major  programs  as  almost 
100,000  miles  of  new  fence  and  2%  million  acres  of  chemical  treatment. 
The  alternatives  to  these  actions  are  not  included.  Yet  each  of  these 
deserves  careful  analysis.  In  fact,  each  of  these  is  important  enough 
to  deserve  its  own  EIS,  What  are  the  alternatives?  Which  is  more  economical, 
better  for  the  land,  wildlife,  plants,  watershed? 

We  strongly  agree  that  range  should  be  managed  to  stop  further  degradation 
and  be  restored  to  better  classes  when  possible.  However,  the  proposal 
infers  that  where  there  is  an  allotment  with  no  AMP  grazing  will  not  change. 
This  could  result  in  some  very  serious  range  decline.  Many  areas  are 
obviously  overstocked  now.  These  should  not  be  allowed  to  continue  with 
over  utilization.  Also,  improvement  should  not  always  automatically  mean 
range  improvement,  especially  just  for  livestock.  Watershed,  wildlife, 
recreation  and  aesthetics  should  also  be  given  equal  consideration. 

We  find  it  very  difficult  to  fully  accept  such  a  blanket  statement  as 
••overgrazed  range  will  improve  more  rapidly  with  proper  livestock  grazing 
than  with  no  livestock  at  all."  This  is  true  in  some  instances,  but  not 
all  of  them. 

The  matter  of  vested  rights  to  public  lands  and  the  effects  of  politics 
upon  the  grazing  policies  and  thus  upon  the  land  have  been  very  well 
covered  in  the  statement  sent  to  you  by  the  National  Audubon  Society. 
We  strongly  support  that  point  of  view.  Grazing  is  a  permitted  right  on 
National  Resource  Lands,  not  a  vested  interest*  Grazing  fees  should  also 
reflect  fair  market  values  and  physical  construction  which  is  necessary 
to  maintain  a  permit.  Fences,  roads,  water  tanks,  etc.  should  be  the 
property  of  the  BLM  not  of  the  permittee. 

We  also  feel  that  the  passage  of  a  strong  organic  act  for  the  Bureau  would 
be  helpful  in  giving  the  necessary  legal  authority  and  mandate  to  manage 
these  lands  in  the  best  interest  of  the  entire  U.  S.  public,  not  just  for 
the  strong  stockmen's  lobby.  The  effects  of  overgrazing  is  extensive.  It 
effects  water  quality,  water  supply,  wildlife  habitat,  adjacent  land  uses, 
soil  erosion,  etc.  We  strongly  support  the  BLM  in  its  attempts  to  try 
to  reduce  these. 


46-7 


We  are  concerned  that  when  AMP's  are  developed  that  they  become  more  than 
simply  paper  plans.  The  text  (1-9)  indicates  over  1000  AMP's  are  currently 
in  force.  There  is  no  indication  of  how  these  are  working.  Are  we  to 
take  for  granted  that  these  AMP's  are  really  doing  the  job.  No  evaluation 
has  been  published.  Our  investigation  indicates  that  many  of  them  are 
indeed  paper  plans  which  the  ranchers  violate  frequently.  Several  were 
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poorly  designed  and  allowed  overstocking  and  were  initiated  with  promises 
of  implementing  seedings,  chaining,  spraying  and  other  practices. 

From  what  we  can  gather  the  pictures  in  the  text  come  mostly  from  Montana 
and  Nevada.  Montana  has  a  much  higher  rainfall  than  many  other  areas  of 
the  arid  west.  Nevada  often  included  a  considerable  amount  of  mechanical 
treatment  to  start  their  systems,  often  to  the  detriment  of  wildlife 
habitat. 

There  are  no  special  provisions  for  developing  workable  systems  in  the 
dry  environments;  nor  are  there  criteria  to  eliminate  grazing  on  areas 
that  will  not  respond  to  any  grazing  management. 

Page  1-13 ,  table  1-h,     What  does  the  range  condition  taken  in  196*t  mean? 
What  are  current  conditions?  What  method  and  standards  were  used  to 
define  conditions? 

The  entire  text  is  full  of  flat  statements  that  this  will  always  happen 
or  that  will  happen.  These  become  meaningless  when  dealing  with  multi 
environments  and  conditions. 

In  section  III  it  appears  that  impacts  are  mitigated  almost  before  they 
are  stated  and  that  the  mitigations  are  all  the  same— rest  rotation.  We 
[feel  that  there  might  be  other  alternatives. 

Page  III-39*  Cattle  sometimes  hedge  browse  to  a  grazing  resistant  shape. 
Sheep  do  not;  they  strip  like  deer. 

We  have  already  expressed  our  concerns  over  soil,  water  and  general  land 
condition.  We  have  some  very  specific  concerns  about  wildlife. 

It  is  well  known  that  grazing  is  often  very  beneficial  to  some  forms  of 
wildlife  and  that  livestock  grazing  has  replaced  some  of  the  functions 
in  an  ecosystem  which  were  once  filled  by  bison.  It  is  also  true  that 
in  many  areas,  over  a  period  of  years,  grazing  has  changed  many  areas  and 
made  them  unsuitable  for  native  wildlife.  In  future  planning  and  implemen- 
tation of  grazing  systems  we  would  like  to  see  as  much  consideration  given 
to  the  native  wildlife  as  to  the  introduced  livestock.  Grazing  should  not 
be  allowed  to  remain  such  a  dominant  use  of  the  National  Resource  Lands. 

Page  III-33*  The  statement  that  one  pasture  may  be  overgrazed  but  the 
wildlife  can  use  the  other  pastures  is  not  fully  true.  Wildlife  may  or 
may  not  use  the  other  pastures.  There  are  many  instances  where  wildlife 
will  not  move  a  fourth  of  a  mile  to  good  food  areas  though  near  starvation. 

Page  III-39*  Vegetative  manipulation  does  not  always  ultimately  result 
in  improved  habitat.  No  vegetation  should  be  manipulated  until  it  has 
been  proved  that  it  cannot  be  done  with  management.  Try  management  first. 
And  when  using  manipulation  give  consideration  to  more  than  a  livestock 
forage  base.  Seeding  for  example  can  include  species  suitable  to  wildlife. 

When  consideration  is  given  to  wildlife,  consider  all  wildlife,  not  just 
game  species. 
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Page  IV-8.  With  any  animal  and  insect  control  there  is  always  a  potential 
to  contaminate  the  food  chains  of  other  life  forms.  Encouragement  of  the 
the  use  of  natural  controls  is  always  preferrable  to  poisons  and  artificial 
methods.  What  criteria  will  be  applied  for  determining  the  use  of  control 
methods?  This  is  only  barely  touched  upon  in  the  text.  Who  will  determine 
[what  is  needed  where?  What  is  a  need?  Livestock  are  not  native  to  the 
Natural  Resource  Lands.  Wildlife  are.  Fewer  fences  and  control  methods  would 
be  necessary  if  more  adequate  supervision  of  animals  was  enforced.  A  good 
sheepherder  is  much  more  effective  than  predator  poisons. 


The  passage  of  the  Endangered  Species  Act  of  1973  will  mean  that  the  BLM 
will  have  to  give  added  consideration  to  these  species  in  their  grazing 
plans  and  practices.  This  is  a  strong  law  which  will  allow  BLM  some  power 
for  working  toward  good  grazing  practices  in  many  areas.  They  have  already 
begun  to  work  in  this  direction  and  we  look  forward  to  their  continued 
progress  in  this  area.  We  are  aware  that  they  have  much  information 
available  to  them  to  protect  many  species  such  as  the  desert  tortoise  and 
other  threatened  species. 

Public  involvement  is  a  definite  step  in  the  right  direction.  Public  hearings 
are  only  one  method  of  involving  the  public.  We  would  like  to  see  other 
efforts  made  at  educating  the  public  as  to  the  problems  involved  and  having 
them  work  closely  with  the  BLM  staff  in  the  development  of  AMP's  and  in 
helping  to  insure  their  proper  implementation. 

Our  research  indicates  that  the  people  writing  this  statement  are  not 
fully  aware  of  how,  when  and  where  to  use  fire  as  a  management  tool. 
Much  research  has  been  done  on  this  topic  and  would  be  of  assistance  to 
BLM  in  the  formulation  of  a  policy  and  system. 

In  summary,  we  are  pleased  to  see  BLM  working  to  improve  the  condition  of 
their  land  and  the  methods  of  grazing.  However  we  have  concerns  that  the 
alternatives  of  various  proposals  have  not  been  adequately  explored  and 
presented.  This  is  a  subsidy  program  and  other  effective,  less  expensive 
methods  could  be  implemented.  The  positive,  flat  statements  as  to  what 
will  occur  seem  too  broad  and  not  sufficiently  backed  up  with  fact.  We 
would  also  like  to  see  more  emphasis  placed  on  a  wholeistic  approach 
rather  than  making  grazing  such  a  dominant  use. 

Since  this  is  only  the  draft,  we  will  be  anticipating  the  changes  made 
in  the  final  statement. 


Sincerely, 


Ms.  J£ay  Collins 

Chairman 

Conservation  Committee 


Denver  Audubon  Society 
Key  No. 
46-1     See  item  3,  page  IX-6  of  the  EIS. 
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46-2     The  EIS  does  not  "set"  grazing  policy.  This  is  already  firmly 
established  by  law  and  regulation.  The  EIS  does  not  propose  an 
improved  livestock  grazing  management  program.  Range  condition 
study  procedures  consist  of  two  phases:  Phase  (1)  deals  with 
forage  stand  considerations  on  the  basis  of  its  relative  contri- 
bution to  the  animals  expected  to  use  the  range.  The  four  items 
considered  relating  to  vegetation  include  quality,  quantity,  vigor 
and  reproduction;  Phase  (2)  deals  with  site  and  soil  mantle  charac- 
teristics including  productive  cover,  natural  vulnerability,  surface 
runoff  and  soil  stability.  See  footnote  2,  page  I 1-3.  For  a  dis- 
cussion of  range  condition  and  proper  utilization,  refer  to  comment 
35-3  (Albuquerque  Wildlife  Federation). 

46-3    Text  revised.  See  footnote,  page  1-7  of  the  EIS. 

46-4    Many  management  actions  are  listed  in  the  EIS  from  which  the  resource 
manager  may  choose  to  accomplish  the  necessary  task.  The  document 
does  not  imply  that  the  "Hormay  system"  is  universally  successful 
or  applicable.  The  resource  manager  has  the  obligation  to  choose 
and  impose  whatever  action  is  necessary  to  insure  that  livestock 
grazing  is  managed  for  compatibility  with  other  multiple  uses  of 
national  resource  lands. 

For  a  discussion  of  uniform  use,  the  respondent  is  referred  to 
items  45-68  and  45-75. 

Uniform  distribution  of  grazing  throughout  the  grazing  area  is  a 
challenge  to  the  resource  manager.  And  "if"  ideal  conditions  pre- 
vail as  prescribed  by  respondent,  the  challenge  becomes  somewhat 
muted.  However,  in  a  rotation  system  when  all  animals  are  confined 
to  one  pasture  in  a  sequence,  competition  for  available  forage  does 
increase,  forcing  the  animal  to  consume  less  preferred  species 
(which  may  be  just  as  nutritious  as  others  which  are  more  preferred). 
Better  distribution  results  from  their  search  for  forage.  Confining 
in  one  pasture  under  a  rotational  grazing  system  is  one  way  (among 
others)  to  achieve  more  uniform  grazing  distribution. 

Pasture  sizes  will  vary  considerably  in  all  biomes  depending  on  the 
size  of  the  allotments  and  the  number  of  pastures  necessary  to 
implement  the  required  grazing  management  system  within  the  allotment 
The  pastures  will  not  necessarily  be  utilized  heavily  to  obtain 
more  uniform  use  at  the  expense  of  other  resources,  including  small 
wildlife  species.   If  a  certain  amount  of  vegetation  was  required 
for  these  small  species,  the  management  system  would  be  designed 
to  provide  for  this  need. 
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46-5    The  statement  referred  to  is  quoted  from  the  published  literature. 
In  addition,  a  task  force  composed  of  15  of  the  foremost  range 
ecologists,  animal  scientists,  agronomists  and  economists  in  the 
United  States  prepared  a  report  for  the  Council  for  Agricultural 
Science  and  Technology  entitled  "Livestock  Grazing  on  Federal  Lands 
in  the  11  Western  States."  The  following  is  quoted  from  the  report, 
"Most  grazing  experiments  have  shown  that  ranges  may  be  improved 
more  rapidly  under  proper  grazing  management  than  with  no  grazing 
at  all."  See  also  item  8,  page  IX— 1 1  of  the  EIS. 

46-6    Grazing  is  not  a  "permitted  right"  as  indicated  in  the  comment, 
but  is  a  "privilege"  under  law. 

46-7    The  EIS  presents  additional  information  on  this  subject.  See 
page  1-10  and  Table  1-4  of  the  EIS. 

46-8    No  "--special  provisions  for  developing  workable  systems  in  the 

dry  environments--"  are  necessary.  The  principles  of  good  manage- 
ment are  applicable  throughout  the  world  and  many  possible  manage- 
ment actions  which  can  be  imposed  as  necessary  to  solve  the  problem 
are  enunciated  in  the  EIS. 

The  criteria  which  may  dictate  elimination  of  livestock  grazing 

will  vary  with  the  circumstances.  In  one  case,  it  may  involve 

habitat  for  a  rare  and  endangered  species;  in  another,  it  may  be 

a  highly  developed  and  utilized  recreation  site.  These  areas  are 

identified  through  the  BLM  multiple  use  planning  system. 

46-9    For  a  discussion  of  range  condition  data,  respondent  is  referred 
to  responses  to  comments  35-3,  37-7,  45-13  and  45-26. 

Admittedly  the  range  condition  data  shown  for  1964  are  10  years  old. 
BLM  has  not  collected  any  such  data  since  that  year.  The  data  are 
merely  used  for  comparative  purposes  with  estimates  for  future 
improvements  in  range  conditions  as  the  program  is  implemented. 

46-10    Rest  rotation  is  not  the  only  grazing  system  employed  on  national 
resource  lands.  See  those  management  practices  listed  on  page 
1-2  of  the  EIS.  See  also  Part  IV  dealing  with  mitigating  measures. 

46-11  Animal  or  insect  control  may  be  authorized  only  as  consistent  with 
Executive  Order  11643,  Secretarial  policy  and  Bureau  approved  pro- 
cedure. Control  measures  must  be  consistent  with  State  as  well  as 
Federal  law.  Only  pesticides  registered  with  the  Administrator  of 
the  Environmental  Protection  Agency  may  be  used  and  in  a  manner 
consistent  with  its  labeling.  The  need  for  control  must  be  recog- 
nized and  approved  by  the  land  administrator. 
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dr.  Curi^  Rerklund 

Bureau  of  Land  Management 

Washington  )).  C. 


Dear  .  !r  .  Berklun 


47-1 


P.e  :   Draft  Environmental  Impact  Statement.  Livestock 
Grazing  Management  on  National  Resource  Lands 

Foresta  Institute,  located  in  I/ashoe  Valley,  Nevada, 
for  the  past  12  years,  works  on  wildlife  issues  and  natural 
areas . 

Foresta  supports  land  planning  based  on  environmental 
criteria  and  citizen  review  and  believes  that  in  the  long  run 
protection  of  our  ranches  is  in  the  best  interest  of  land  and 
wildlife.   Ranches  are  a  bulwark  against  increased  development 
such  as  subdivisions  and  industry.   Continuance  of  ranching 
assures  ilevadans  of  a  local  food  supply,  however,  limited  and 
recognizes   national  and  international  food  needs. 

V.'e  agree  that  the  rancher  is  important  to  rural 
communities  which  he  helps  to  support  and  is  supported  by.   The 
growth  of  these  small  communities , rather  than   the  increasing 
clustering  around  urban  areas,  is  desirable. 

There  is  much  information^  that  is  valuable  and  will  be 
appreciated  as  a  general  overview  of  range  pirbblems. 

The  suit  hy  the  Natural  Resources  Defence  Council 
demanding  an  impact  statement  on  grazing  was  initiated  to  encourage 
more  rapid  range  improvement,  not  to  stop  all  grazing.   The  question 
is:  does  the  statement  do  this? 


a7  r,   }         It  is  Foresta' s  feeling  that  the  statement  is  too  broad 
[and  is  therefore  too  general  to  meet  specific  area  needs.  y\^ 
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47-3 


47-4 


It  is  also  idealistic  and  bases  much  of  its  premise  on  optimum 
manpower,  funding,  and  enthusiastic  rancher  response.   There 
should  have  been  some  discussion  as  to  why  improved  grazing 
methods  are  so  slow  in  being  implemented. 

The  general  nature  of  the  statement  can  lead  to 
some  misunderstanding.   For  instance,  portions  of  the  grassland 
statement  apply  to  the  desert.    Nevada  had  large  areas  of  virtually 
untouched  grasslands  when  whitemen  first  came.   Nevada's  only 
abundant  big  game  animal  was  the  bighorn  which  came  to  lower 
elevations  in  winter.   There  were  no  buffalo,  a  few  deer  and  elk, 
and  pronghorn  were  at  the  periphery  of  their/range.   Therefore 
the  statement  (1-19)  that  western  lands  were  used  to  grazing 
herbivores  is  incorrect  as  it  applies  to  Nevada.   In  this  unused 
area  came  hordes  of  livestock  completely  devastating  almost  all 
original  ecosystems.   Today  some  semblance  of  what  might  have 
been  can  only  be  determined  by  exclosures ,  where  livestock  arc 
unable  to  reach.   In  Steptoe  and  Clover  Valleys  in  Nevada,  for 
instance,   the  white  sage,  a  food  utilized  by  livestock,  has_ 
almost  been  completely  eliminated.   'loving  into  the  grassland 
and  white  sage  areas  arc  less  palatable  and  less  nourishing 
plants.    On  nacre  11-65  the  statement  is  made  that  on  deserts 
plants  usually  are  replaced  with  the  same  species.   Does  this  mean 
witli  continued  grazing  or  without  grazing?   In  Nevada  saje  has 
invaded  lands  it  did  not  gajow  in  prior  to  livestock  introduction. 
Drastic  cutbacks  in  grazing  would  have  to  be  made  to  encourage 
grasses  to  return. 

On  page  1-15  the  term  "adjusted  to  carrying  capacity''  is 
used.   What  will  be  the  numbers  of  livestock  inpportion  to 
wildlife  and  what  kinds  of  wildlife  will  these  figure  le  based  on? 
Because  of  the  similarity  of  requirements  between  antelope  and 
cattle,  for  instance,  the  numbers  of  one  species  will  affect  the 
numbers  of  the  other. 


Either  under  'Water''  (11-SS)  or  "Aquatic  wildlife"  (11-67) 
47-5|more  emphasis  should  be  placed  on  groundwater  and  how  "razing 
affects  it . 

The  need  to  fence  off  meadows  now,  pending  completion  of 
rest -rotation  implementation  should  be  considered. 
nand ,  the  number  of  roads  to  build  the  Fences  will 
use  and  cause  management  nroblems. 


On  the  other 
increase  recreation 


Those  grazing  allotments  occurring  on  lands  that  are 
known  primary  habitats  for  wildlife  should  be  reviewed  first.   The 
Sheldon  Antelope  Refuge  and  Range  is  one  such  instance. 

Because  of  the  slowness  in  returning  the  range  to  good 
condition,  no  new  waterholes  or  allotments  should  be  granted  until 
the  Bureau  can  prove  adequate  management  on  existing  grazing  leases 


lost  Sincere lv 


Tina 


^/^ 


Foresta  Institute 

Key  No.  47 
Key  No. 

47-1     See  paragraph  2,  page  1-1  of  the  EIS. 

47-2    See  item  3,  page  IX-6  of  the  EIS. 

47-3    Text  revised.  See  page  1-17  of  the  EIS. 

Exclosures  can  also  be  misleading  and  misinterpreted.  The  refer- 
ence to  white  sage  having  been  almost  completely  eliminated  from 
the  ecosystem  results  from  past  mismanagement—probably  primarily 
overgrazing  during  the  wrong  season.  The  program  presented  in 
the  document  provides  management  actions  for  adjustments  in 
numbers  and  season  of  use.  Proper  management  will  provide  for  the 
physiological  requirements  of  the  species,  in  this  case,  white 
sage  to  improve  vigor,  seed  production  and  seedling  survival. 

The  statement  on  page  11-65  of  the  draft  is  revised  (see  page  11-49 
of  the  EIS).  There  are  other  more  appropriate  management  actions 
which  can  be  taken  rather  than  "drastic  cutbacks  in  grazing"  to 
restore  sagebrush-grass  ranges  to  a  higher  level  of  productivity. 

47-4    See  Table  1-8,  page  1-16  of  the  EIS. 

47-5  Part  II  is  the  description  of  the  environment  and  impacts  of 
grazing  are  not  discussed  in  that  section  but  are  covered  in 
pages  7-9,  Part  III  of  the  EIS. 


Key  No.   48 

friends  of  animals,  inc.    n  west  6o?t,  street,  n^  York,  n.  y.  10023      circu  7-8120 

July  15,  1974 

Bureau  of  Land  Management 

United  States  Department  of  the  Interior 

Washington,  D.  C.   20240 

Gentlemen, 

Re:   Draft  Environmental  Impact  Statement  on  Livestock  Grazing 
on  Public  Lands 

We  suggest  that  the  draft  environmental  impact  statement  lacks  validity  on 
several  scores: 

While  the  statement  may  be  of  interest  to  a  freshman  class  in  methods  of 
classifying  land,  the  "environmental  impact"  of  livestock  grazing  has  been  neatly 
avoided  with  meaningless  overall  statistics.   What  is  needed,  and  what  is  demanded 
by  the  Taylor  Grazing  Act,  is  an  acre-by-acre  survey  of  damage  to  the  land  and 
native  wildlife  by  commercial  grazing  of  domestic  animals.   Millions  of  acres  of 
public  land  cannot  be  lumped  together  in  a  "type"  categorization  and  pretend  to 
qualify  as  an  "environmental  impact  statement"  within  the  meaning  of  the  laws  which 
require  it. 

The  statement  was  evidently  prepared  only  by  people  with  an  economic  axe  to 
grind.   It  is  therefore  not  surprising  that  their  conclusions  are  based  on  a 
fallacy:   The  Table  op  Page  III-A-6,  predicting  that  American  per  capita  comsumption 
of  beef  and  veal  win  rise  from  101.9  lbs.  in  1965  to  135.0  lbs.  in  the  year  2000. 
Relevant  to  this  prediction  is  the  proper  utilization  of  the  land  to  provide  protein 
for  people,  nutritionists'  findings  concerning  meat  consumption  as  a  source  of 
protein,  and  most  important,  the  report  issued  by  the  President's  Special  Commission 
which  covers  both  the  preceding  aspects  and  recommends  that  protein  can  be  more 
efficiently  supplied  if  people  consume  it  directly  (from  soybeans,  etc.)  rather  than 
in  its  secondary  form  -  meat. 

The  only  conclusion  to  be  reached  after  considering  the  problem  as  a  whole 
(none  of  which  data  is  to  be  found  in  this  draft  environmental  impact  statement) 
is  that  livestock  grazing  and  meat  consumption  must  be  phased  out. 


Sincerely  yours, 


C£i  &^ji 


Alice  Herrington 
President 


DIRECTORS:  Arnold  Bernhard,  James  J.  Davis,   Alice  Herrington,  Stephen  Kellen, 
V.ECYCLED  PAPER  Alex  M.  Leu/yt,  Jacques  Lindon,  J.  Stanley  Sharp 


Key  No.  49 


IDAHO  CATTLEMEN'S  ASSOCIATION 


R  M  HENDERLIDER.  Execute  Vice  President 
JOHN  M   OLSON,  Executive  Secretary 

PHONE  342-7779 

2230  MAIN  ST. 

BOISE,  IDAHO  83706 


OFFICERS 
PRESIDENT 

FARRELL  DANIELS     Mated 

VICE  PRESIDENTS 

ROLLAND  PATRICK     Rogerson 

DAVID  LITTLE    Emmett 


July  11,  1974 


Mr.  Curt  Berklund,  Commissioner 
Bureau  of  Land  Management 
Department  of  Interior 
Washington  DC  20000 


SUBJECT: 


DRAFT  ENVIRONMENTAL  IMPACT  STATEMENT  ON  LIVESTOCK 
GRAZING  ON  NATIONAL  RESOURCE  LANDS 


Dear  Sir: 


49-1 


According  to  the  Draft  Environmental  Impact  Statement  (Part  I,  Page 
1,  Line  11-13)  the  purpose  of  the  statement  is  to 

"provide  a  broad  description  of  and  the  alternatives  to  live- 
stock grazing  management  program  and  their  impacts  on  the  en- 
vironment." 

We  do  not  believe  that  the  goals  as  set  forth  in  the  statement  have 
been  accomplished.  We  further  believe  that  the  BLM  Draft  Environmental 
Impact  Statement  is  biased  against  livestock  grazing  on  public  lands. 
Further,  we  do  not  believe  that  all  those  affected  most  directly  by  the 
Impact  Statement,  namely  livestock  growers  throughout  the  states  enumer- 
ated in  the  draft  have  had  adequate  time  to  review  the  Impact  Statement. 
This  situation  exists  primarily  because  copies  of  the  Draft  Environmental 
Impact  Statement  have  been  so  difficult  to  obtain.  For  instance,  the 
Idaho  Cattlemen's  Association  was  able  to  obtain  only  one  copy  of  the 
Statement  after  asking  for  six  to  distribute  equitably  among  its  3,500 
state  members.  The  one  copy  was  received  three  weeks  after  it  was  request- 
ed. We  object  also  to  the  fact  that  we  have  been  unable  to  find  out, 
through  numerous  inquiries,  the  names  of  individuals  within  the  BLM  involved 
in  preparing  this  Draft.  We  believe  that  since  the  statement  is  slanted  so 
much  against  grazing  that  adequate  representation  by  BLM  employees  with 
backgrounds  in  range  management,  economics,  and  agriculture  in  general, 
appears  to  be  sorely  lacking. 
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Idaho  Cattlemen's  Association 

J.  William  Swan 

July  11,  1974 


We  believe  that  the  Draft  Environmental  Impact  Statement  unfairly  treats 
one  of  the  renewable  natural  resources, that  of  range  forage  for  livestock, by 
emphasizing  negative  rather  than  positive  impacts  of  livestock  grazing,  by 
describing  only  the  positive  impacts  of  wildlife  and  other  uses.  For  instance, 
49-2;  in  Part  I,  Page  3,  Lines  10-12,  "removal"  is  suggested  "where  livestock  grazing 
is  not  compatible  with  other  resource  values  and  uses."  We  understand  this  to 
mean  that  other  uses  cannot  give  way  to  grazing.  This  is  blatently  biased 
against  livestock  grazing.  In  essence,  we  feel  that  livestock  grazing  is  as- 
signed a  subsidiary  roll  among  the  multiple  uses  and  removal  of  livestock  is 
considered  whenever  other  uses  conflict  with  livestock  grazing. 

A  plan  for  the  use  of  federal  lands  should  consider  all  of  the  uses  and 
should  balance  those  uses  as  to  what  is  judged  the  best  interest  of  the  nation. 
The  demand  for  energy,  water,  wildlife  and  recreational  use,  and  mineral  use, 
is  increasing  tremendously.  These  demands  can  be  met  with  the  wise  use  of 
federal  lands,  but  at  the  same  time,  the  world  demands  for  grains,  red  meats, 
and  fiber  point  to  the  need  for  increased  grazing  and  improved  grazing  manage- 
ment throughout  our  range  lands.  We  believe  that  adequate  increased  production 
on  public  lands  can  be  achieved  and  with  that  increased  production,  environmen- 
tal quality  can  be  maintained  without  threatening  other  uses. 

Statements  such  as  those  appearing  on  Page  1-4,  on  which  is  said: 
"the  declining  condition  of  millions  of  acres  of  range  lands  caused 
by  overgrazing  during  the  past  century  sets  the  stage  for  needed  im- 
provements. Scientific  research  shows  that  overgrazing  has  been  so 
wide-spread  that  a  lessening  ot  grazing  intensity  or  shortening  of 
season  of  use  commonly  leads  to  appreciable  improvement." 
This  shows  that  the  Impact  Statement  almost  totally  ignores  progress  made  under 
the  Taylor  Grazing  Act  from  1934  on.  The  Impact  Statement  minimizes  the  ac- 
49-4|  complishments  under  the  Act  and  one  might  mistakenly  come  to  the  conclusion 

after  reading  the  statement  that  the  BLM  allowed  virtually  unsupervised  grazing 
•;  between  1934  and  1969. 

The  Impact  Statement  clearly  implies  that  the  same  situations  prevail 
today  as  they  did  100  years  ago  and  this  is  absolutely  wrong.  The  Impact  State- 
ment should  give  recognition  to  the  contributions  which  have  been  made  and  are 
still  being  made. 
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Statements  in  the  Impact  Statement  such  as  appear  in  Part  II,  Page 
49-5J  30,  Lines  13-14,  and  Part  III,  Page  33,  Line  24,  are  extreme  because  they 
group  the  entire  public  lands  situation  in  an  all-inclusive  category. 
The  situations  and  consequences  mentioned  in  both  these  excerpts  will  not 
occur  in  ewery  public  lands  area  and  should  be  corrected  to  remind  the 
reader  of  that  truth.     All  public  land  areas  are  not  the  same  or  the  Im- 
pact Statement  would  not  bother  listing  different  biomes  to  allow  for  geo- 
graphic differences.     Ecological  differences  are  varied  too,  and  cannot  be 
grouped  under  one  all-encompassing  rule  or  management  plan. 

We  believe  that  the  alternatives  suggested  in  Part  VIII  and  Item  4  in 
the  summary  page  are  all   unacceptable.     More  moderate  and  generally  accept- 
able alternative  actions  can  be  considered  including  the  present  program 
which  by  most  standards  is  agreeable  now.     Another  alternative  might  be  a 
program  that  allows  actions  tailored  to  individual  areas. 

In  closing,  we  would  again  remind  the  Bureau  of  Land  Management  and 
the  Department  of  Interior  that  forages  on  public  lands  are  annually  re- 
newable and  a  natural  resource  that  is  economically  important  as  a  source 
of  feed  for  livestock.     In  order  to  present  a  fair  appraisal  of  the  public 
land  environmental   impact  question,  we  recommend  that  this  Draft  Statement 
be  withdrawn  and  corrected  to  meet  the  BLM's  stated  goals. 

Specifically,  we  recommend  that: 

1.  The  entire  program  should  have  specifically  defined  objectives 
within  the  Statement. 

2.  The  policies  of  the  Taylor  Grazing  Act  be  given  greater  considera- 
tion in  the  Draft  Statement. 

3.  Consideration  be  given  to  regulating  other  uses  of  the  public 
lands  instead  of  relegating  grazing  to  a  subsidiary  position 
in  all   cases. 

4.  The  BLM  officials'   names  who  drafted  this  Statement  be  made 
public  so  concerned  users  may  see  if  they  were  represented  ade- 
quately. 

5.  Additional   research  be  made  on  the  compatability  of  livestock 
grazing  and  wildlife  habitat  so  that  these  two  public  land  uses 
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can  be  shown  in  their  proper  light;  that  being  benefits  to  both, 
as  well  as  the  detrimental  aspects  mentioned  so  often  in  this 
Draft. 

The  BLM  remember  that  the  final  draft  of  the  Impact  Statement 
released  by  the  BLM  will  be  an  official  document  available  to 
and  used  by  the  public.  Those  who  would  eliminate  grazing  on 
public  lands  will  use  this  draft  extensively  and  so  any  clarifi- 
cations existing  as  to  statements  or  statistics  used  should  be 
fully  and  clearly  spelled  out  and  any  statements  or  statistics 
thought  questionable  be  deleted  if  their  proper  use  is  in  doubt. 

Sincerely, 

IDAHO  CATTLEMEN'S  ASSOCIATION 


JWS:mh 

cc:     Hon.   Rogers  C.   B.  Morton 


JXWilliam  Swan,  Chairman 

Forest  and  Public  Lands  Committee 


Key  No 


Idaho  Cattlemen's  Association 

Key  No.  49 


49-1  See  item  1,  page  IX-5  of  the  EIS.  The  statement  reDresents  an 
official  document  of  the  Department  of  the  Interior  and  Bureau 
of  Land  Management. 

49-2    Text  clarified.  See  page  1-2  of  the  EIS. 

Reviewer  is  taking  words  out  of  context.  Discussion  under  Part  I, 
Description  of  the  Program,  clearly  shows  that  livestock  arazing 
will  not  be  given  a  subsidiary  role  among  the  multiple  uses.  See 
discussion  on  page  1-3  of  the  EIS  that  indicates  an  estimated  140 
million  acres  are   suitable  for  livestock  grazing. 

49-3    See  response  to  comment  45-41 . 

49-4    See  item  4,  page  IX-7  of  the  EIS. 

49-5    Livestock-wildlife  competition  is  possible  only  in  areas  inhabited 
by  both.  Removal  of  either  removes  competition  between  the  two. 
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Oscar  Field,  President 
Thomas  Geary,  1st  Vice  Pres. 
She par d  Quate,  Exec.  Vice  Pres. 


July  17,  1974 


Mr.  Curt  Burkeland 

Director,  Bureau  of  Land  Management 

Interior  Building 

Washington,  D.C.  N.W. 

Dear  Mr.  Burkeland: 

The  16,316  members  of  the  Idaho  Farm  Bureau  Federation  request 
5q_i  that  you  authorize  a  rewrite  of  the  BLM  Environmental  Impact  statement 
to  include  documentation  of  the  benefits  resulting  from  livestock 
grazing. 

We  feel  that  studies  made  in  Utah,  Idaho  and  other  Western  States 
have  proven  livestock  grazing  is  wery   beneficial  to  the  overall 
environment  and  for  meeting  our  nation's  needs  for  food  and  fiber. 


Sincerely, 


J-idJ 


Oscar  Field 
President 


OF/aw 


BRANCH  OFFICE:       500  WASHINGTON  STREET 


P.O.  BOX   167 


BOISE,    IOAHO  83701 


(208)  342-2688 


Key  No 


Idaho  Farm  Bureau  Federation 

Key  No.  50 


50-1     Prior  to  development  of  the  Draft  EIS,  the  Bureau  consulted  with 
many  individuals,  groups  and/or  organizations.  The  draft  state- 
ment was  then  widely  circulated  for  review  and  comment  before 
preparation  of  the  Final  EIS.  The  comments  received  on  the  draft 
resulted  in  some  chanqes  on  the  Final  EIS,  including  attention  to 
benefits  resulting  from  the  livestock  grazinq  program  (e.g.,  see 
pages  1-10  and  1-11  on  the  documentation  of  range  trend  data). 
Benefits  are  further  discussed  in  Part  III  of  the  EIS. 
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!rEDER)\TrON 


Mr.  Curt  Burkfland,  Director 
Bureau  of  Land  Management 
Interior  Building 
Washington,  D.  C.  N.W. 

Dear  Sir: 


MONTANA    FARM  BUREAU  FEDERATION 

P.O.  BOX   1207    -    125  WEST  MENDENHALL  BOZEMAN,   MONTANA    59715 

Dial  587-3153 


RECEIVED 

lURF'.  I  OF  LAND  MANAGEMENT 
CO  .iMUNICATIONS  UNIT 


July  9,  1974 


JUL  121974 


f.M 


PM 


7,8,9,1011,12,1,2,3,4,5,6 


51-2 


51-3 


We  have  had  the  opportunity  to  review  the  "BLM's  Programatic  Environmental 
Impact  Statement"  for  livestock  grazing  public  land. 

Needless  to  say  we  were  disappointed  in  the  results  of  that  impact  statement. 
There  can  be  no  question  about  it*s  biases  against  the  livestock  industry.    It  is  tragic, 
in  our  opinion,  when  governmental  agencies  ignore  the  necessity  for  having  proper  im- 
put,  appointing  knowledgeable  people  to  the  industry  and  allowing  such  bias  to  prevail 
in  this  manner. 

Unfortunately  and  I  say  that  advisedly,  in  almost  all  agencies  of  government 
intervention,  there  is  little  consideration  given  to  the  fact  that  the  industry  itself  is  more 
capable  of  coming  up  with  proper  answers  than  are  government  employees  or  employees 
of  special  interests.    Unfortunately  it  would  appear  as  though  the  government  is  now 
preoccupied  with  the  environmental  hysteria  that  by  virtue  of  their  acknowledgement  is 
having  far  too  much  credence  given  to  it.    It's  one  thing  to  be  an  environmentalist,  it's 
another  thing  to  try  to  make  a  living  under  their  standards  when,  for  the  most  part,  those 
who  are  environmentalists  do  not  have  as  much  to  lose  as  those  that  are  being  affected 
by  their  actions.    As  a  matter  of  fact  as  you  look  over  the  task  force  on  BLM  Draft  Im- 
pact Statement,  there  are  none  of  them  that  do  not  have  their  PHDs.    No  doubt  some  of 
them  have  some  agricultural  background.    Since  when,  however,  have  we  found  it 
necessary  to  be  directed  by  such  capable  people  with  such  a  narrow  insight  into  the 
problem. 

In  view  of  the  above  we  think  it  is  absolutely  necessary  that  the  Environmental 
Impact  Statement  be  opened  up  for  further  consideration  and  that  somehow  you  have  the 
producer  viewpoint  incorporated  into  the  statement.    Somewhere  along  the  way  it  would 
appear  as  though  the  American  society  must  rebel  against  such  tactics  and  demand  that  they 
be  assured  of  an  adequate  food  supply. 

After  all  of  the  studies  that  have  been  conducted  relative  to  this  matter  and  after 
the  literal  thousands  of  dollars  that  the  American  Farm  Bureau  has  expended  to  make 
studies  relative  to  this  matter,  we  find  that  we  are  not  even  considered  as  a  possible  source 
of  information.    As  you  know  we  have  two  people  on  the  American  Farm  Bureau  staff  level 
that  do  nothing  but  work  with  natural  resources  and  related  problems.    They  are  as  close, 
if  not  closer,  to  the  producer  than  anyone  in  the  United  States.    We  would  suggest  that  you 
give  consideration  to  using  their  knowledge. 

In  view  of  this  being  a  very  important  matter  I  will  look  forward  to  your 
answer  to  my  inquiry  and  to  the  direction  that  hopefully  you  will  consider  relative  to  the 

inquiry. 


FARMERS  AND  RANCHERS  UN/TED 


Thank  you  kindly  for  your  cooperation. 


SCB/fy 


cc:  Craig  Thomas 
Leonard  Johnson 
Director,  BLM,  Billings,  Mont. 


Executive -Vice -President 


Montana  Farm  Bureau  Federation 
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Key  No.  51 


51-1     See  item  1,  page  IX-5  of  the  EIS.  The  purpose  of  an  environmental 
statement  is  to  present  the  impact  of  an  action.  We  believe  this 
has  been  done  in  an  unbiased  and  careful  manner,  presenting  the 
effects  whether  beneficial  or  adverse.  The  very   process  of  public 
review  and  comment  which  was  followed  in  the  preparation  of  this 
statement  evidences  the  Department's  concern  for  a  balanced, 
unbiased  examination  of  the  livestock  grazing  program. 

Attention  is  also  directed  to  page  III -35 ,  for  example,  where 
the  economic  benefits  of  the  program  are  examined. 

51-2     The  Bureau  is  obligated  to  comply  with  the  National  Environmental 
Policy  Act  passed  by  Congress  in  December  1969.  As  a  law,  the 
Environmental  Policy  Act  represents  the  will  of  the  people  acting 
through  their  elected  Congressional  representatives. 

51-3     The  respondent  is  confused.  Only  one  of  the  members  of  the  task 
force  preparing  the  "Draft  Environmental  Impact  Statement: 
Livestock  Grazing  Management  on  National  Resource  Lands"  has  a 
Ph.D.  All  of  the  members  of  the  task  force  which  prepared  the 
report  for  CAST  have  Ph.D's.  The  respondent  must  be  referring 
to  the  latter. 
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June  8,  1974 


Curt  Berklund,  Director 
Bureau  of  Land  Management 
Department  of  the  Interior 
Washington,  D.C. 

SUBJECT:   Draft  Environmental  Impact  Statement  on  Livestock 
Grazing  on  National  Resource  Lands. 

Dear  Mr.  Berklund: 

Public  lands  grazing  has  been  an  important  element  in  the 
development  of  Montana's  livestock  industry  and  the  use  of  these 
lands  on  a  multiple-use  basis  enables  this  vital  resource  to  be 
utilized  by  others  in  addition  to  the  stockman.   The  three  or- 
ganizations submitting  this  report  represent  the  majority  of 
the  National  Resource  Land  graziers  in  the  state  and  share  great 
concern  over  some  of  the  implications  contained  in  the  Draft 
Environmental  Impact  Statement  on  Livestock  Grazing  Management 
on  National  Resource  Land. 


52-1 


On  page  1-1,  is  the  statement,  "wil 
cription  of,  and  the  alternatives  to,  1 
ment  program  and  their  impacts  on  the  e 
statement  does  provide  some  information 
little  information  is  provided  relative 
grazing  management  program  of  the  Burea 
aside  from  their  allotment  management  p 
for  with  no  information  provided  as  to 
eau  of  Land  Management  in  the  range  man 
is  left  with  the  idea  that  little  or  no 
the  advent  of  the  AMP. 
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ivestock  grazing  manage- 
nvironment."   While  the 
as  to  alternatives,  very 
to  the  past  and  present 
u  of  Land  Management 
lans.   This  is  deplorable 
the  past  role  of  the  Bur- 
agement  field,  the  reader 
thing  has  been  done  until 


52-2 


The  underlying  thrust  of  the  entire  statement  may  be  found 
in  the  second  sentence  on  page  1-4,  as  follows:   "the  declining 
condition  of  millions  of  acres  of  rangeland  caused  by  overgraz- 
ing during  the  past  century  sets  the  stage  for  needed  improve- 
ments."  No  foundation  is  laid  for  this  oft-repeated  comment 
relative  to  overgrazing  during  the  past  century.   Nor  is  any  at- 
tempt made  to  show  the  changed  conditions   brought  about  when 
the  Taylor  Grazing  Act  was  enacted.   This  very  successful  effort 
brought  about  control  of  the  public  land  resource  and  is  still 
the  basic  statutory  directive  of  the  Bureau  of  Land  Management. 


SERVING  MONTANA'S  CATTLE  INDUSTRY  SINCE  1884 


52-3 
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The  statement  as  drafted,  indicts  the  livestock  industry  as  well 
as  past  BLM  policies  for  whatever  overgrazing  now  exists.   We 
readily  agree  that  overgrazing  has  existed  in  the  past  and  no 
doubt  exists  in  certain  areas  at  the  present  time.   We  do  not 
agree,  however,  that  the  livestock  industry  is  the  sole  culprit 
in  this  connection. 


Although  not  mentioned,  the  federal  government  through 
policies  dictated  by  Congress  and  the  various  administrations, 
has  been  as  great  an  offender  as  anyone.   Free  and  uncontrolled 
use  of  the  federal  range  was  established  government  policy  until 
the  enactment  of  the  Taylor  Grazing  Act.   Another  matter  of  some 
historical  significance  was  the  fact  that  during  World  War  II 
all  grazing  administrators  were  instructed  to  strive  for  maximum 
production  from  federal  grazing  lands  and  to  that  extent  dis- 
regarded conservative  stocking  rates  promulgated  under  the  Taylor 
Grazing  Act  up  to  that  time.   No  mention  is  made  of  this  par- 
ticular factor.   Whether  this  contributed  to  an  overgrazed  situ- 
ation or  not,  we  don't  know.   If  so,  the  federal  government  must 
share  in  this  responsibility.   What  we  are  attempting  to  say  is 
that  the  livestock  industry  should  not  be  solely  blamed  for 
whatever  overgrazing  exists  at  the  present  time. 

In  the  view  of  the  authors  of  the  statement,  livestock  graz- 
ing is  least  important  of  the  many  uses  set  forth.   A  great  deal 
of  consideration  seems  to  be  made  over  wild  horses  and  burros 
and  the  implication  is  that  they  are  a  static  population;  that 
if  an  overgrazed  situation  exists  the  other  uses  must  be  con- 
trolled, not  the  horses  and  burros.   How  well  they  have  succe- 
52-4  eded  can  be  determined  from  a  recent  BLM  News  Release.   At  the 
time  the  1971  Wild  Free-roaming  Horse  and  Burro  Act  was  passed, 
there  were  approximately  17,000  wild  horses  and  10,000  burros 
on  lands  administered  by  the  BLM  and  the  Forest  Service.   It  is 
now  estimated  that  on  BLM  lands  alone  there  are  27,000  horses 
land  14,000  burros  in  addition  to  17,000  horses  and  100  burros 
I  which  have  been  claimed  as  privately  owned.   This  would  indicate 

that  the  interpretations  the  authors  placed  on  the  impact  of 
i  wild  horses  and  burros  are  grossly  underestimated. 

j     Throughout  the  report  there  is  an  assumption  that  grazing 

management  by  allotment  plans  will  solve  all  of  the  management 
'problems.   This  assumption  is  deserving  of  some  comments. 
I  First  of  all,  the  allotment  management  plan  is  based  primarily 
j  upon  a  rest/rotation  grazing  system.   This  is  a  system  which 
52-5  has  worked  successfully  in  many  areas,  however,  it  is  not  the 
only  grazing  management  system  which  works  well  and  there  are, 
no  doubt,  many  areas  where  the  AMP  would  not  work  as  well  as 
! some  other  arrangement.   Under  this  system  grazing  management 
! is  limited  to  manipulating  grazing  seasons  with  little  regard 
(given  to  water  development,  brush  control,  range  renovation, 
: etc.   These  practices  can  increase  forage  resources  sometimes 
more  dramatically  than  merely  rotating  grazing  systems  yet  the 
thrust  of  the  statement  is  that  AMP ' s  alone  can  do  the  job. 

Throughout  the  statement  there  is  an  inference  that  live- 
stock grazing  competes  with  other  users  yet  very  little  recog- 
nition is  given  to  the  established  fact  that  grazing  management 
improves  range  condition  for  most  of  the  other  multiple  users. 
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If  the  AMP's  are  as  valuable  a  management  tool  as  is  contended 
by  the  authors,  tnen  livestock  grazing  must  be  accorded  a 
higher  position  in  the  scheme  of  things  due  to  the  fact  that 
it  is  precisely  this  use  that  makes  the  AMP  effective. 


52-6 


52-7 


52-8 
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11-16,  the  statement  is  made  that  "because  of  the 
tage  of  ranch  owners  depending  upon  part-time  em- 
local  communities,  it  is  the  community  which  sup- 
nching  industry  rather  than  vice  versa."   I  am  not 
the  work  cited,  however,  note  that  it  is  an  Ariz- 
Certainly  this  statement  would  lack  validity  in 
Montana,  ranchers  and  farmers  support  the  communi- 
the  other  way  around.   Perhaps  in  metropolitan 
s  the  Denver,  Phoenix  or  Los  Angeles  areas,  the 
ght  have  some  substance,  however,  for  the  great  bulk 
Resource  Land  in  the  west  it  is  completely  untrue. 


To  us  there  have  not  been  sufficient  alternatives  outlined. 
Manipulating  biological  resources  such  as  grazing  is  not  so 
simple  that  it  can  be  categorized  in  neat  little  packages  such 
as  alternatives  (a),  (b) ,  (c),  or  (d) .   Situations  differ  and 
if  adequate  concern  is  going  to  be  given  the  biological  as  well 
as  economic  consequences  of  the  action,  any  one  of  the  alterna- 
tives listed  may  be  a  viable  solution  to  a  particular  problem 
under  certain  conditions. 


Alternative  (d)  assumes  that  AMP's  will  permanently  solve 
the  grazing  management  problems  on  National  Resource  Lands. 
Granted  these  projects  have  been  quite  successful  in  many  situa- 
tions and  have  been  widely  accepted  by  our  industry.   We  never- 
theless believe  that  full  regard  for  the  forage  resource  would 
suggest  that  other  management  systems  may  be  more  desirable  and 
perhaps  less  expensive.   Certainly  with  a  development  cost  of 
$35,000  plus  an  annual  maintenance  cost  of  $1,500  per  AMP,  less 
costly  approaches  should  be  considered  including  the  possibility 
of  encouraging  good  range  management  by  the  livestock  operator 
without  regard  to  whether  his  management  practice  fits  the  AMP 
criteria. 

In  conclusion  we  request  that  the  statement  address  itself 
more  specifically  in  the  following  areas: 

1.  It  should  consider  livestock  grazing  as  a  valid  multiple- 
use  not  subsidiary  to  all  the  others. 

2.  Provide  a  better  account  of  the  management  of  the 
Public  Domain  both  before  and  after  passage  of  the 
Taylor  Grazing  Act  and  prior  to  the  development  of 
the  AMP. 


The  information  is  available  and  should  be  used  to  more 
accurately  reflect  the  true  impact  of  National  Resource 
Land  grazing  on  the  local,  state  and  regional  economy. 

Better  describe  the  improvements  in  the  range  resource 
brought  about  in  the  past  by  permittee  participation. 
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3.   Provide  a  more  detailed  explanation  as  well  as  a  des- 
cription of  the  10  million  acres  on  which  grazing  is 
now  authorized,  but  which  is  not  suitable  in  the  opinion 
of  the  BLM.   The  impact  of  such  a  reduction  on  the 
livestock  industry  could  be  tremendous  and  a  full  anal- 
ysis of  the  consequences  is  mandatory. 

We  appreciate  the  fact  that  the  environmental  impact  review 
process  permits  those  of  us  so  vitally  concerned  with  federal 
range  policies  to  comment  on  the  administration  thereof,  and  we 
hope  our  recommendations  are  accepted  as  constructive  sugges- 
tions to  protect  both  the  forage  resource  and  the  livestock 
economy  so  dependent  thereon.   If  we  are  to  provide  the  food 
and  fiber  needed  by  our  growing  population,  livestock's  use  of 
the  National  Resource  Lands  must  be  maintained  and  even  expanded, 
The  biases  apparent  in  the  report  as  written  indicate  that  the 
drafters  have  little  concern  for  these  national  problems.   Be 
that  as  it  may,  the  statement  should  at  least  convey  an  accurate 
description  of  the  problems,  the  ongoing  program  as  well  as  the 
remedial  alternatives. 


Sincerely  yours, 

Reg  Davies,  President 

Montana  Stockgrowers  Association 

Ralph  Dreyer,  President 

Montana  Wool  Growers  Association 
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W.  J.  Brown,  Ji^T^/President 
Montana  Association  of  State 
Grazing  Districts 
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Montana  Stockgrowers  Association,  Inc. 

Key  No.  52 

See  items  1  and  2,  pages  IX-5  and  IX-6  of  the  EIS. 

See  response  to  comment  45-41 . 

See  items  1  and  2,  pages  IX-5  and  IX-6  of  the  EIS. 

It  is  not  the  intent  of  the  EIS  to  give  undue  weight  to  any 
particular  use  of  the  NRL's.  On  the  subject  of  wild  horses  and 
burros,  see  response  to  comment  45-28. 

52-5     The  Environmental  Impact  Statement  recognizes  that  rest  rotation 
is  not  the  only  grazing  system  that  will  be  applied  to  rangelands. 
Refer  to  page  1-2  of  the  EIS  for  the  management  practices  that 
can  be  applied  to  a  grazing  system.  The  EIS  also  discusses  the 
supportive  measures  that  may  be  required  as  part  of  the  intensive 
grazing  management  program. 

52-6     Appendix  II-G  of  the  EIS  has  been  revised  to  incorporate  this  view 

52-7     See  item  10,  page  IX-12  of  the  EIS. 

52-8     Costs  are  included  in  the  considerations  for  developing  and 
implementing  AMP's. 

52-9     See  item  7,  page  IX-10  of  the  EIS. 
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Mr.  Curtis  J.  Berklund,  Director 
Bureau  of  Land  Management 
U.  S.  Department  of  the  Interior 
Washington,  D.C.  20240 

Dear  Curt: 

As  chairman  of  the  National  Association  of  Conservation  Districts' 
Public  Lands  Committee,  I  wish  to  submit  a  statement  on  the  Bureau  of 
Land  Management  Draft  Environmental  Impact  Statement  for  Livestock 
Grazing  Management  on  National  Resource  Lands.    We  appreciate  the  oppor- 
tunity to  submit  our  brief  testimony  on  this  lengthy  statement,  and  express  our 
thanks  to  you  for  extending  the  comment  period  to  July  16,  1974. 

NACD,  as  indicated  in  our  resolution  passed  at  our  recent  national  meeting 
in  Houston,  "..  .opposes  the  request  for  environmental  impact  statements  on 
individual  grazing  leases."    We  support  in  principle  your  proposal  to  write  one 
impact  statement  on  livestock  grazing  on  lands  under  your  administration  in 
the  west. 

As  I  noted  in  my  statement,  and  you  have  also   mentioned  in  your  Impact 
Statement,  livestock  grazing  is  an  important  management  tool  and  can  be  used 
to  rehabilitate  lands  that  were  damaged  by  past  misuse  of  various  types.  However, 
I  am  concerned  that  a  good  deal  of  exposure  is  given  to  historical  patterns  of 
development  of  the  west,  and  the  activities  of  development  of  the  "old  west"  are 
being  judged  by  the  standards  of  today.    Too  little  credit  is  given  to  more  recent 
contributions  toward  land  improvement  by  proper  management  and,  in  fact, 
considerable  cash  investment  on  public  land  improvement  by  livestock  range 
permittees. 

As  I  stated  in  my  testimony  to  the  House  and  Senate  Interior  Committees, 
in  April  1974,  we  urge  adequate  funding  to  the  Bureau  of  Land  Management  to 
manage  the  lands  under  your  administration.    We  believe  that  your  resources 
and  manpower  are  inadequate  to  provide  for  the  conservation,  rehabilitation, 
and  development  for  the  many  and  varied  resources  you  administer  on  and 
within  these  lands  -  this  includes  livestock  grazing. 

I  wish  to  comment  only  briefly  on  the  alternatives  that  were  considered 
in  your  Impact  Statement.    Items  A,  B,  and  C  would  not  be  permissable  to 
various  segments  of  the  population  and  therefore  it  appears  that  item  D  is 
the  course  that  should  be  taken.    NACD  policy  relating  to  livestock  grazing  on 
public  lands,  urges  the  acceleration  of  improved  range  management  on  national 
resource  lands  -  including  the  grazing  on  these  lands  by  livestock.    To  quote 
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from  our  Rangeland  Productivity  Resolution  passed  in  Houston,  "NACD 
urges  the  Congress  and  the  Executive  Branch  to  provide  the  funds  necessary 
for  a  realistic,  on-going  program  to  return  these  public  lands  to  full  produc- 
tivity for  more  meat  and  for  a  higher  quality  range  environment  for  wildlife 
and  recreation  purposes,  through  more  effective  development  and  management 
of  the  federal  ranges.  " 

You  are  familiar  with  the  report  by  the  Task  Force  of  the  Council  for 
Agricultural  Science  and  Technology,  dated  January  1974.    In  this  report, 
the  value  of  livestock  grazing  on  federal  range  lands  in  the  11  western  states 
is  illustrated.    As  this  report  summary  noted,  "the  alternatives  to  less 
grazing  on  federal  range  lands  appear  to  us  to  be  wasteful  of  natural  resources 
and  uneconomical  for  the  producers  dependent  upon  these  lands. . .  " 

NACD  opposes  the  actions  taken  by  certain  groups  which  could  result  in 
a  multitude  of  environmental  impact  statements  on  livestock  grazing.    We  oppose 
this  proposal  as  one  that  would  be  wasteful  and  unnecessary.    A  broad  environ- 
mental impact  statement  such  as  you  have  proposed  in  your  March  1974  draft 
is  much  more  practical  than  going  to  the  expenditure  of  developing  impact 
statements  on  resource  units,  districts,  or  grazing  permits.    We  believe  that 
BLM  is  now  giving,  through  your  present  system,  adequate  consideration  to 
alternatives  and  environmental  impacts  that  should  be  considered  for  proper 
resource  management. 

Sincerely, 


Peter  V.  Jackson,  in,  Chairman 
NACD  Public  Lands  Committee 
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July  12,  1974 


Curtis  J.  Berklund,  Director 
Bureau  of  Land  Management 
Department  of  the  Interior 
Washington,  D.  C.     20240 

Dear  Mr.  Berklund, 

Enclosed  are  my  comments  from  the  review  of  the  Draft  Environmental 
Impact  Statement  for  Livestock  Grazing  Management  on  National  Resource  Lands. 
This  review  should  not  be  construed  to  represent  policies  of  NACD,  but  is  based 
on  my  personal  and  professional  experiences  in  the  field  of  resource  management, 
I  feel  adequate  consideration  and  possible  inclusion  of  my  comments  would 
strengthen  the  validity  of  the  Impact  Statement. 

I  very  much  appreciate  the  opportunity  to  comment  upon  this  statement. 

Sincerely, 
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Marv  Cronberg 
Western  Representative 
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MONROE    SAMUEL 
Hope,  Ark.  71801 


LEONARD    SCHULTZ 
Batesland,  S.D.  57716 


THAINE    TAYLOR 
Loa,  Utah  84747 


ISAAC    THOMAS 
Marydel,  Del.  21649 


HAROLD    WILSON 
Peru,  Ind.  46970 


Conservation  -   Development  -  Self-Government 


General  comments  of  Marvin  Cronberg,  on  the  Draft  Environmental  Impact  Statement 
for  Livestock  Grazing  Management  on  National  Resource  Lands. 


Part  I  seems  to  dwell  heavily  on  the  planning  system  of  the  B.L.M.  and  in 
particular  on  the  Allotment  Management  Plans  (AMPs).    I  have  a  number  of  comments 
on  the  AMP  system  later  in  my  analysis. 

Section  II  has  a  brief  historical  description  that  deals  with  the  "ranch  ethic" 
and  tradition  connected  with  a  livestock  based  economy.    The  report  seems  somewhat 
out  of  balance  in  its  treatment  of  this  basic  humanistic  value- -at  the  expense  of  nebulous 
values  such  as  open  space,   aesthetics  and  wild  horses  and  burros.    While  it's  true  that 
the  development  of  the  socio-economic  conditions  that  exist  today  were  sometimes  the 
result  of  explotive  activities  on  the  N.R.L.'s,  these  activities  were  also  initially  re- 
sponsible for  the  organization  of  state  and  local  governments,  for  their  support,  for 
the  construction  of  schools,   roads,   medical  facilities,  law  and  order  and  the  general 
civilized  settlement  of  the  western  states.    Some  of  the  results  of  this  effort  were  the 
provision  of  opportunity  for  people  to  move  into  the  region,  find  employment,   aesthetic 
fulfillment,   numerous  recreation  pursuits  and  eventually  be  enabled  to  criticize  what 
had  been  managed  beforehand  under  extreme  conditions,   with  an  excusable  lack  of 
knowledge  and  with  the  social  "blessing"  of  that  point  in  time. 

The  statement  deals  effectively  with  the  present  day  influence  of  livestock 
grazing,  but  implies  the  necessity  of  corrective  action  based  on  unreasonable  excesses 
of  the  past  (and  that  these  excesses  will  continue  to  occur).    The  statement  should 
correctly  identify  management  needs  based  on  our  present  socio-economic  demands 
for  resource  use  and  recognize  the  previous  absence  of  technical  assistance  that  pre- 
vailed fifty  years  ago.    Specifically,  some  comments  related  to  Section  II  are  as 
follows: 

II -16       What  is  the  significance  of  the  reference  to  the  dependency  of  ranch 
owners  on  community  employment?    I  doubt  the  reference  to  a  "large  percentage 
of  ranch  owners"  in  the  second  paragraph  under  Social  Interrelationships,  but 
common  sense  indicates  the  ranch  owner -rural  community  relationship  is  one 
of  inter -dependency.    Stimulation  or  depression  in  either  segment  affects,   and 
is  affected  by  the  other. 
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II -35      "Moose  in  the  wooded  drainages  of  the  northern  temperate  grasslands 
in  eastern  Wyoming?"   This  must  be  a  typographical  error  and  probably  should 
have  been  "mouse". 

11-44      "Wheat  ranching"? 

H-51       If  the  term  culture  is  used  to  define  behavior  typical  of  a  class  or  type, 
then  one  of  the  cultures  that  should  be  recognized  is  that  of  the  western  rancher. 
This  culture  contains  its  own  style  of  dress  and  appearance,   architecture,  speech, 
craftsmanship  and  moral  and  social  patterns. 

In  the  event  the  emphasis  on  Natural  Resource  Lands  is  placed  on  their 
recreational  aspects,   with  the  eventual  elimination  of  their  use  by  grazing  in- 
terests, the  decline  of  the  ranching  culture  will  be  accelerated,  possibly 
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elimated.    Its  preservation  should  be  worth  consideration. 

11-52      What  is  the  significance  of  the  mention  of  the  Amish  and  Mennonite 
settlements  in  Iowa  and  Kansas?   There  are  no  NRL's  in  those  states.    There 
are  however  some  religious  cults  in  Montana  that  have  been  overlooked  in 
the  Draft  statement,  if  such  information  is  important  in  a  report  of  this  type. 

11-59      700,  000  ppm  would  not  "flow".    We  commonly  refer  to  this  concentration 
of  sediment  as  mud. 

11-69      The  reference  to  the  decline  of  the  sheep  industry  in  the  desert  as  due 
to  "economic  factors"  is  an  over -simplification.    Correctly,  this  statement 
should  note  that  a  combination  of  factors  including  soaring  predator  losses, 
increased  grazing  fees,   accelerated  costs  of  land  and  water  improvements  on 
both  public  and  private  lands  and  an  inadequate  labor  pool  have  hastened  the 
conversion  of  sheep  to  cattle  enterprizes.    Some  of  these  factors  that  have 
aided  this  conversion  are  attributable  to  Department  of  the  Interior  policies, 
i.e.,  the  denial  of  adequate  predator  control  techniques,  the  reluctance  to 
cooperate  with  sheep  ranchers  on  the  installation  of  conservation  practices 
and  vegetative  improvement  programs  and  the  refusal  to  recognize  the  value 
of  multiple-use  management  principles  in  the  AMP's. 
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11-72      There  evidently  is  a  conflict  between  the  statement  on  this  page  re- 
ferring to  the  invasion  of  halogeton  into  disturved  areas  and  the  statement  on 
page  11-65  that  says  the  desert  is  lacking  in  plant  succession.    Although 
halogeton  is  noted  as  an  exception,  it  would  appear  this  is  a  biomatic  succession- 
ary  process,   and  is  not  uncommon. 

11-74  &  75      The  reference  to  the  mine  pits  and  shafts  of  a  historical  nature  as 
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a  hazard  to  recreationists  is  overemphasized.  These  would  certainly  be  less 
a  hazard  than  many  of  the  natural  features  that  exist  on  NRL's  and  while  they 
can  be  a  danger,  they  are  hardly  a  "significant  hazard". 

11-84      The  soils  in  the  woodland -bushl and  biome  are  referred  to  as  being  "less 
susceptible  to  erosion  than  the  desert  soils"  which  as  a  statement  of  physical 
characteristic  may  be  true.    However  on  page  11-85  it  is  noted  that  the  "inter- 
mittent streams  carry  considerable  silt"  and  on  11-91  is  the  reference  soils  as 
"generally  erosive".    It  would  appear  from  observation  that  erosion  in  the  wood- 
land-bushland  biome  is  a  far  more  serious  problem  than  in  the  desert  biome 
because  of  terrain,  climatological  and  condition  factors. 

H-121     I've  noted  throughout  the  report  that  no  reference  to  the  presence  of 


beaver  are  made,  nor  the  influence  of  the  early  trappers  on  the  history  of  the 
area.    The  fur  industry  certainly  was  a  key  factor  in  the  movement  west,   along 
with  the  miners,  lumbermen  and  stockmen. 


Comments  on  Section  III 
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III —I       Somewhere  in  this  report,   adequate  consideration  of  the  input  from 
the  livestock  faction  towards  the  area  referred  to  as  "supportive  measures" 
needs  to  be  made.    It  is  mentioned  only  once  in  the  statement,  but  obviously 
the  financial  and  philosophical  interjection  of  the  rancher  for  conservation 
measures  on  the  NRL's  needs  more  exposure. 

III-2      The  statement  "livestock  grazing  on  NRL  will  result  in  soil  compaction" 
should  be  changed  to  "can  result  in  soil  compaction".    Deleterious  compaction 
from  livestock  grazing  occurs  when  inadequate  range  management  practices 
are  in  effect,  too  many  livestock  are  concentrated  in  a  given  area  and  when 
soil  conditions  are  given  to  the  compactive  processes.    Soil  compaction  can 
and  does  occur  from  natural  factors --intense  rainfall,  wildlife  concentrations, 
recreational  activities  and  mining  and  exploration  operations.    Soil  compaction 
from  livestock  under  a  good  management  system  and  on  rangeland  in  good 
condition  would  be  minor. 

III-7       Confining  livestock  in  a  fenced  pasture  under  a  rotational  grazing  system 
to  "force"  uniform  distribution  is  a  questionable  way  to  achieve  good  grass 
management.    If  the  pasture  is  of  the  proper  size  and  configuration,   and  contains 
adequate  supportive  installations  (I  prefer  the  word  "conservation  installations"), 
there  is  no  force  involved.    Livestock  are  then  enabled  to  graze  naturally,  through- 
out the  pasture.    Foraging  habits  of  livestock  indicate  that  confinement  with  the 
intention  to  force  selection  of  less  palatable  species  can  be  damaging  to  both  the 
livestock  and  the  range.    Cattle  and  sheep  may  occasionally  select  the  less 
palatable  species  under  force,  but  will  continually  return  to  the  regrowth  of  the 
desired  plant  species.    These  species,  without  the  benefit  of  leaf  area  to  convert 
sunlight  to  growth  energy  draw  upon  the  energy  stored  in  the  root  systems. 
Eventually,  under  this  forced  procedure,  that  energy  is  exhausted.    In  an  adequately 
"developed"  pasture,  with  proper  livestock  numbers,  this  situation  need  not  occur. 

IH-36    The  reference  to  the  impact  of  fencing  in  Wyoming  on  antelope  is  subject 
to  question.    Certainly,  dead  antelope  have  been  found  near  fences  after  a  severe 
storm,   and  so  have  dead  sheep.    The  fence,   as  the  causative  agent  of  death  may 
be  less  significant  than  the  length,   scope  and  intensity  of  the  storm  coupled  with 
the  condition  of  the  animal. 

Livestock  and  wildlife  drift  with  a  storm  and  sometimes  perish  from 
natural  (floundering  in  a  snow  filled  gully)  and  man  made  barriers.    However, 
all  wildlife,   and  all  livestock  that  are  pushed  up  against  a  fence  do  not  perish, 
(even  in  a  severe  storm)  depending  upon  their  condition  and  in  the  case  of  sheep, 
whether  piling  occurs.    If  fences  are  always  a  mortal  factor  for  antelope,  the 
presence  of  extensive  fencing  and  a  significant  antelope  herd  in  eastern  Wyoming 
(where  major  storms  also  occur)  would  seem  contradictory. 
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HI -38    The  references  to  predator  control  on  this  page  indicate  an  indirect 
effect  of  grazing  management  through  prey  species  population  impact --however, 
contradicts  111-29  where  the  statement  "predator  control  practices  have  no 
influence  on  vegetation".    The  influence  does  exist  along  the  lines  of  111-38. 

Ill -46    The  references  about  vegetative  manipulation  and  land  treatments  (and 
their  impact  on  wild  horses  and  burros)  imply  that  these  are  extensive  activities 
covering  vast  areas  of  the  NRL's.    These  types  of  practices  are  limited  in 
number  annually,  generally  confined  to  small  areas  and  comprise  a  small  per- 
centage of  the  total  NRL  land  area  (1.1%). 

111-53    The  reference  to  "odors  and  health  hazards"  of  livestock  around  recreation 
sites  is  no  more  a  significant  factor  than  odors  and  health  hazards  eminating 
from  garbage  cans  and  human  waste  facilities  around  these  same  types  of  areas -- 
and  in  many  cases  would  be  less,   unless  the  livestock  are  concentrated  in  that 
immediate  area. 


54-18 


54-19 


54-20 


HI -54    The  references  to  tumble  weeds  piling  up  against  fences  and  altering  the 
micro -climate  does  occur,  but  where  do  such  concentrations  of  tumbleweeds 
emminate  from  on  rangelands?   Tumbleweeds  are  common  to  significant  dis- 
turbed areas  (mining  and  mineral  exploration  and  development).    The  presence 
of  this  weed  on  fenced  rangelands  used  for  grazing  is  a  puzzling  revelation. 

IH-57    The  statement  about  DDT  and  the  Peregrine  falcons  implies  the  use  of 
this  clorinated  hydrocarbon  on  rangelands,  and  possibly  for  range  management 
techniques  to  control  insects.    More  research  by  the  authors  of  this  section 
would  prove  this  to  be  an  erroneous  implication. 

HI-57    The  statement  claiming  "frequent"  deaths  of  non-target  species  from 
predator  control  techniques  is  misleading.    With  the  exception  of  a  limited 
number  of  eagle  deaths,   alleged  impact  on  non -target  species  has  not  been 
substantiated. 
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HI-58    The  use  of  the  word  "illusion"  when  speaking  of  "the  wide  open  spaces" 
is  a  semantic  error.    Illusion  implies  deception,   and  though  distances  may  be 
deceiving  on  the  NRL's,  the  wide  open  spaces  certainly  do  exist.    The  allegation 
that  fencing  will  destroy  or  inhibit  the  realization  of  vastness  is  questionable. 
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Carrying  capacities  on  the  NRL's  would  vary  between  30  and  70  acres 
per  animal.    Thus  a  pasture  used  six  months  of  the  year  by  500  cattle  would 
have  over  12,  000  acres  in  it,   or  approximately  20  square  miles.    Such  a  vista 
would  hardly  appear  confined. 

IV -2      The  denial  of  grazing  in  a  recreation  use  during  peak  periods  and  in 
wildlife  habitat  "critical  for  the  life  processes"  is  a  logical,  reasonable  recommen- 
dation.   The  same  would  apply  to  livestock  areas  "critical  for  life  processes". 
The  presence  of  recreationists  and  concentrated  wildlife  in  lambing  and  calving 
areas,  or  on  key  winter  feedgrounds  that  exist  on  winter  ranges,  should  also  be 
considered,  where  these  areas  adjoin  or  exist  on  NRL. 
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IV -4       Having  lived  in  areas  of  frequent  and  spectacular  electric  storms  most 
of  my  life,   it  appears  the  danger  of  fences  as  a  hazard  under  these  conditions 
54-23   ^as  Deen  overemphasized.    The  grounding  extra  precautions  identified  in  the 
statement  will  increase  the  cost  of  construction  and  are  probably  unnecessary 
and  unjustified. 

rV-5      The  use  of  a  submersible  pump  for  water  installations  would  cause  more 
aesthetic  disruption  than  a  windmill  due  to  the  intrusion  of  the  powerline  poles 
necessary  for  the  pumps  operation.    What  is  wrong  with  a  windmill  anyway? 
If  water  supply  recommendations  are  followed,  coupled  with  the  use  of  pits, 
small  dikes  and  spring  clean -outs,  there  would  be  a  limited  number  of  wind- 
mill installations  required. 

Comments  on  Section  V 

V-l         It  should  be  stressed  that  all  the  "ADVERSE  IMPACTS  THAT  CANNOT 
BE  AVOIDED"  under  "Soil",   and  all  but  number  5  under  "Water"  are  of  a 
-   temporary  nature.    There  is  some  question  about  the  advisibility  of  referring 
to  soil  as  a  "non-living"  component.    Non-living  evidently  means  dead--dead 
soils  are  sterile.    The  heading  "Non-living  components"  could  be  eliminated. 

Comments  on  Section  VII 
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VII -1      The  reference  to  the  "irretrievable"  loss  of  initial  costs  should  be 
clarified.    They  are  directly  irretrievable,  but  as  substantiated  elsewhere  in 
the  report,  returned  indirectly  through  better  management,  better  habitat  and 
the  conservation  of  a  valuable  resource  base.    Investment  returns  are  not 
always  directly  monetary  in  nature,  and  shouldn't  be  qualified  on  that  basis. 


Comments  about  the  Allotment  Management  Planning  System 

The  BLM  is  to  be  commended  for  their  agressive  approach  to  a  planning  system 
for  the  Natural  Resource  Lands.    There  are  certain  mechanical  and  technical  deficiencies 
present  in  the  AMP  system --some  of  which  possibly  can't  be  avoided. 


The  method  of  specialized  approach  to  the  same  resource  base  can  and  has    re- 
sulted in  a  use  designation  by  virtue  of  verbosity,   emotional  appeal  and  superior -subor' 
dinate  relationships . 

"Company  policy"  often  interferes  with  decisions  that  might  otherwise  be  based 
on  resource  capability,  local -state -regional  and  national  impact,  statistical  analysis 
and  the  sources  of  substantiating  information. 

Though  "public  participation"  is  provided  for  in  the  Bureaus  planning  process, 
this  is  counter  balanced  by  the  "pride -of -authorship"  concept  that  prevails  among  in- 
house  participants .    This  gives  rise  to  the  frequent  complaints  that  the  MFP's  do  not 
reflect  the  public  input,  even  after  such  input  is  sought  out  with  the  best  of  intentions. 
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There  is  a  real  danger  that  the  planning  process  can  be  utilized  to  advance  a 
previous  intent,   rather  than  being  a  professionally  objective  analysis  of  the  resource 
base. 

Inclusion  of  outside  participation  by  both  professionals  and  laymen  would  result 
in  a  better  planning  effort.    The  range  specialist,  for  example,   should  have  the  "at 
hand"  counsel  of  a  rancher,   environmentalist,  sportsman  and  researcher  available 
for  the  selection  of  alternatives  based  on  his  inventory.    Such  a  process  should  proceed 
up  through  the  design  of  the  plan. 

Comments  on  the  Alternatives 

Alternative  A  (Custodial  Management)  appears  to  lack  objectivity.    All  the 
Impacts  notated  are  negative  in  nature  and  are  nearly  all  based  on  the  concept  that 
overgrazing  or  misuse  of  the  vegetative  resource  is  going  to  continue 

This  is  a  blanket  condemnation  of  public  land  users  based  on  excesses  of  the 
past,  and  hardly  reflects  the  extent  of  conservation  improvements  supported  by  ranch 
operators  on  both  public  and  private  lands  in  recent  years . 

Among  the  positive  benefits  of  custodial  management  that  should  be  mentioned  are: 

1.  Reduced  budgetary  demands  by  the  Bureau  to  support  additional  employees, 
equipment  and  systems  required  to  manage  livestock  grazing  in  the  field. 

2.  The  release  of  personnel  to  deal  with  issues  for  which  there  is  no  local 
cooperative  base  (such  as  ranchers  and  grazing  management) --i.e.,  -- 
vandalism,  recreational  abuses,   mining  and  mineral  development  (coal, 
oil  shale,  uranium)  and  for  the  preparation  of  Environmental  Impact 
Statements  on  other  Bureau  related  Interior  responsibilities. 

3.  The  preparation  of  cooperative  unit  management  systems  whereby  a  ranch 
owner  can  incorporate  the  use  of  NRL  into  his  overall  ranch  operation.    In 
the  isolated  instances  where  this  has  occurred,  the  prior  downward  trend 
of  vegetative  resources  has  been  reversed. 

4.  The  release  of  additional  funds  for  needed  supportive  measures  that  would 
otherwise  be  tied  up  in  administrative  cost. 


5.  A  general  increase  in  the  local  economic  sector  by  virtue  of  increased  in- 
vestments in  conservation  applications  on  NRL's.    This  would  stimulate 
employment,  increase  the  returns  to  the  community  through  higher  gross 
receipts  to  the  rancher,  improve  the  forage  base  for  livestock  and  wildlife 
and  reduce  the  sediment  inflow  from  public  lands . 

6.  Allow  for  the  accelerated  application  of  time  and  personnel  to  the  problem 
of  educating  the  general  public  about  their  stewardship  responsibilities 
towards  the  NRL's  as  recreational  users.    Additional  education  efforts 
could  be  undertaken  for  advancing  the  principles  of  range  management  in 
those  areas  of  critical  need,  such  as  livestock  management,  petroleum 
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exploration  and  strip  mine  rehabilitation. 

7.  Management  of  predatory  activities  on  NRL's  resulting  in  stability  of 
livestock  numbers,  increased  wildlife  populations  and  stabilization  of 

'         populations  of  endangered  species  such  as  the  prairie  dog  and  the  black - 
d . )      footed  ferret . 

8.  Minimization  of  sediment  inflow,   salinization  and  eutrophication  occurring 
from  prior  mis -management  and  prolonged  by  Department  resistance  to 
vegetative  improvement  and  conservation  applications. 

Alternative  B  -  Impractical 

Alternative  C  -  Impractical 

Alternative  D  -  This  alternative  is  the  logical  and  "best  interest"  management 
method  if  its  intent  is  realized. 
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The  National  Association  of  Conservation  Districts 
Western  Representative 

Key  No.  54 


54-1  Appendix  II-G  of  the  EIS  has  been  revised  to  incorporate  this 

view. 

54-2  Text  revised.  See  page  11-27  of  the  EIS. 

54-3  Text  revised.  See  page  11-33  of  the  EIS. 

54-4  Text  revised.  See  page  11-57  of  the  EIS. 

54-5  Text  revised.  See  page  11-37  of  the  EIS. 

54-6  The  figure  of  700,000  ppm  suspended-sediment  was  measured  on  the 

Pari  a  River  in  Utah  and  is  documented  in  the  USGS  sediment  records, 

54-7  Text  revised.     See  page  11-51   of  the  EIS. 

54-8  Text  revised.     See  page  11-49  of  the  EIS. 

54-9  No  change  proposed. 

This  is  a  statement  of  fact--there  are  a  number  of  fatalities 
every  year  on  the  California  Desert  in  southern  California  and 
many  injuries  due  to  past  mining  activities. 

54-10  Agree.     Generally  soils   in  the  woodland-bushland  biome  may  be 

more  susceptible  to  rill    or  sheet  erosion  because  of  a  lack  of 
understory  ground  cover,  but  gully  erosion  is  much  greater  in 
the  desert  biome,  e.g.,  Rio  Puerco  in  New  Mexico  and  San  Simon 
in  Arizona.     Generally,   tons  of  soil   eroded  is  much  greater  from 
gully  bank  sluff  and  flush,   than  from  rill   erosion.      It  would 
be  hard  to  say  which  type  of  erosion  is  the  most  serious  problem. 

54-11  Agree.     The  reference  to  Russian  and  British  trading  activities 

could  have  been  expanded.     However,  the  omission  is  not  signi- 
ficant to  the  statement. 

54-12  Text  revised  to  reflect  this  comment.     See  page   1-18  of  the  EIS. 

Also  refer  to  item  2,  page  IX-6  of  the  EIS  for  further  discussion 
on   this  point. 

54-13  Text  revised.     See  page  III-l   of  the  EIS. 

54-14  Statement  by  the  respondent  is  correct.     Uniform  distribution  of 

grazing  throughout  the  grazing  area  is  a  challenge  to  the  resource 
manager.     And  "if"   ideal    conditions  prevail    as  prescribed  by 
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54-14  respondent,  the  challenge  becomes  somewhat  muted.     However,   in 

(cont.)       a  rotation  system  when  all    animals  are  confined  to  one  pasture 
in  a  sequence,  competition  for  available  forage  does   increase, 
forcing  the  animal    to  consume  less  preferred  species   (which  may 
be  just  as  nutritious  as  others  which  are  more  preferred). 
Better  distribution  results   from  their  search  for  forage.     Con- 
fining in  one  pasture  under  a  rotational   grazing  system  is  one 
way   (among  others)   to  achieve  more  uniform  grazing  distribution. 

54-15  Antelope  mortality  ascribed  to  livestock  fences   remains  contro- 

versial.    Many  investigators  are  confident  that  winter  mortality 
cf  antelope  has   increased  where  fencing  practices  were  improper. 

54-16  Text  revised.     See  page  III -2 1   of  the  EIS. 

54-17  Text  revised.     See  page  III -32  of  the  EIS. 

54-18  Tumble  weeds  emanate  from  rangelands  where  plowing  and  seeding 

has  occurred  primarily  and  before  the  seeding  becomes  well 
established.     Certain  other  land  treatment  practices  and  serious 
overgrazing  may  result  in  production  of  this  species. 

54-19  Text  revised.     See  page  III -39  of  the  EIS. 

54-20  Text  revised.     See  page  1 1 1-41   of  the  EIS. 

54-21  Text  revised.     See  page  III -41    of  the  EIS. 

54-22  True,  but  the  statement  deals  with  the  impacts  of  livestock 

grazing  management  on  the  environment  and  not  the  impacts 
of  other  uses  on  livestock.     See  item  9,  page  IX-12  of  the  EIS. 

54-23  Such  hazards  are  slight.     The  Office  of  Safety  and  Health  Admini- 

stration has  not  prescribed  grounding  of  stock  fences  as  a 
safety  measure.     Nevertheless  there  is  a  slight  hazard,  and  a 
liability  aspect  as  well,  which  justify  the  small   additional 
expense  of  providing  grounds  at  intervals  where  wooden  posts 
and  stays  are  used. 

54-24  Text  revised.     See  page  IV-3  of  the  EIS. 

54-25  Statements   referred  to  contain   language  which   indicate  many  of 

the  impacts  are  temporary  or  possibly  may  not  occur  at  all.      In 
addition  the  statements  are  revised  to  more  clearly  express  this 
point. 

54-26  Text  revised.     See  page  VII-1   of  the  EIS. 
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54-27  Throughout  the  Bureau  land  use  planning  process  for  a  particular 

geographic  unit,  public  participation   is  encouraged.     With  the 
assistance  of  the  public  input  gained  through  the  public  parti- 
cipation process  the  land  manager  should  be  in  contact  with 
those  individuals  who  could  contibute  to  the  design  of  the  allot- 
ment management  plan. 

54-28  Text  revised.     See  page  VI 1 1-6  of  the  EIS. 

Comments  1    through  8  indicate  the  reviewer's  opinion  of  beneficial 
impacts   that  would  accrue  under  a  custodial   program,  but  fails  to 
recognize  that  additional   funds  would  not  be  available  for  range 
improvement  facilities     under  custodial  management.     The  fact  that 
less  money  would  be  available  for  improvements  certainly  would 
not  tend  to  increase  beneficial    impacts  as  presented  by  the 
reviewer. 

54-29  See  item  10,  page  IX-12  of  the  EIS. 
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